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tal appropriations for the fiscal year 1956
in the amount of $12,300,000 for the De-
partment of Defense, civil functions, as
follows:

Department of Defense, civil functions;
Department of the Army, rivers and harbors
and flood control, construction, general: For
an additional amount for “Construction,
general,” $6 million, to remain available
until expended.

The budget document for fiscal year 1956
included an item under the heading “Pro-
posed for later transmission,” for the initia-
tion of the dredging of the authorized 40-
foot channel in the Delaware River between
Philadelphia, Pa., and Trenton, N. J., con-
tingent upon reaching agreement with local
interests on adequate cost sharing in some
form.

This project was authorized by the River
and Harbor Act of 1954, and is presently
estimated by the Corps of Engineers to
cost $95,100,000. The amount of $6 million
is necessary to Initiate dredging and rock
removal in the section of the channel be-
tween Pennypacker Creek, Pa., and Delanco,
N. J., and to initiate action toward replace-
ment of the Delair Bridge.

SBubstantial benefits are derived by indi-
vidual users of our waterways. The demand

of many sections of the country for water-

resources projects, involving large sums of
money, focuses attention on the need for
developing suitable arrangements to enable
the beneficiaries to meet their falr share of
the cost and to ease the burden on the
general taxpayers of the Nation which re-
sults whenever an inordinate financial bur-
den involved in such projects is imposed on
the Federal Government. These arrange-
ments should be consistent with an equitable
general policy for sharing the cost of essen-
tial water-resources projects. We have been
faced with the problem of developing a
method which would be equitable with re-
spect to the Delaware River project and yet
would not discriminate against this project
in relation to other water-resources proj-
ects, However, considerable time and effort
will be required to develop a consistent over-
all policy and to work out arrangements for
its application to individual projects.
Under the circumstances, and since no
satisfactory proposal for bringing about an
equitable sharing of the cost of the Delaware
as a separate project has been found, it
w.Juld seem fair not to further delay initla-
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tion of this project. We have in mind the
importance of the Delaware River channel,
not only to the continued economic develop-
ment of the area but also to the Nation as
a whole. Furthermore, local interests in the
Delaware port area have made substantial
investments in related harbor and terminal
facilitles to which an improved waterway is
essential.

Initiation of work on the Delaware River
does not change the basic objective of devel-
oping a satisfactory means for obtaining local
contributions toward the cost of water devel-
opment projects in line with the partnership
policy of this administration, which would
apply to the Delaware as well as other
projects,

Federal contributions to partnership proj-
ects: For payment of contributions by the
United States for flood storage in the Mark-
ham Ferry project, as authorized by the act
of July 6, 1954 (68 Stat. 450), #6,300,000, to
remain available until expended.

The 1956 budget message states that pro-
vision will be made for cooperation in au-
thorized partnership projects such as the
Markham Ferry project in Oklahoma. This
project, under the terms of the authorization
contained in Public Law 476, approved July 6,
1954, will be constructed for hydroelectric
power production and flood control in accord-
ance with the terms of the Federal Power
Act, by the Grand River Dam Authority,
an instrumentality of the State of Okla-
homa. The project will involve a total cost
of about $25 million, of which not to exceed
$6,500,000 is authorized to be contributed
Ly the United States for flood-control stor-
age in the reservoir. This authorized Fed-
eral payment will be reduced by an amount
for certain lands to be conveyed to the Grand
River Dam Authority by the United States,
presently estimated at $200,000.

On June 22, 1855, the Federal Power Com-
mission issued a license to the Grand River
Dam Authority to construct the Markham
Ferry project (FPC Project No. 2183). The
full amount of $6,300,000 is required to be
appropriated at this time in order to enable
the Authority to sell revenue bonds to fi-
nance its part of the cost of construction.
The appropriated funds will be administered
by the Chief of Engineers, and transferred
periodically to the Authority in amounts
commensurate with the construction work
completed by the Authority.

In view of the above considerations, I rec-
ommend that the foregoing proposed supple-
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mental appropriations be transmitted to the
Congress.
Respectfully yours,
RowLAND HUGHES,
Director of the Bureau of the Budget.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, June 29, 1955.
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE,

Sm: I have the honor to transmit here-
with for the consideration of the Congress
proposed supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year 1956 in the amount of $12,-
300,000 for the Department of Defense—Civil
Functions.

The details of these proposed appropria-
tions, the necessity therefor, and the reasons
for their submission at this time are set
further in the attached letter from the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, with
whose comments and observations thereon I
concur.

Respectfully yours,
DwicgHT D. EISENHOWER.

Bananas on Pikes Peak?

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. CRAIG HOSMER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 21, 1955

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the Con-
gress might as well appropriate money
to grow bananas on Pike's Peak as to ap-
prove the Hammond irrigation project in
New Mexico.

The Hammond project is a part of the
proposed multibillion dollar upper Colo-
rado River project.

The cost to the Nation’s taxpayers of
the Hammond project would be $3,800
an acre.

The project would produce agricul-
tural products now supported by the tax-
payers and in great surplus. Among
these are grains, beans, dairy products,
and wool.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 22, 1955

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O Thou whose throne is truth, frail
creatures of dust serving out our brief
day on the world’s vast stage, we would
set our little lives in the midst of Thine
eternity and feel about us Thy greatness
and Thy peace. Like flowers in June
gardens uplifted to the sun, like still
waters that mirror the eternal stars, so
we would lift our yearning souls to Thee,
our licht and our life, our help and our
hope.

We pray that the institutions of jus-
tice, of united endeavor, and mutual
understanding, which are being set up
in these anxious yet hopeful days, may
be used as the instruments of Thy provi-
dence in bringing to fulfillment at last
the prophet’s dream: “Violence shall no
more be heard in Thy land, wasting nor
destruction within Thy borders.” Give
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us hope which rises above frustration,
patience which will bear the strain of
waiting, good will which cannot be dis-
couraged even by duplicity, and forgive-
ness for those who repent as we ourselves
ask to be forgiven: In the Redeemer’s
name. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Joanson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Tuesday, June 21, 1955, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
June 21, 1955, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

5.89. An act for the relief of Margaret
Isabel Byers;

5.664. An act to amend the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944 to extend the
authority of the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs to make direct loans, and to author-
ize the Administrator to make additional
types of direct loans thereunder, and for
other purposes; and

S.1419. An act to lower the age require-
ments with respect to optional retirement
of persons serving in the Coast Guard who
served in the former Lighthouse Service,

REFPORT OF NATIONAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL
MONETARY AND FINANCIAL PROB-
LEMS—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT (H. DOC, NO. 194)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which,
with the accompanying report, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency:

To the Congress of the United States:
I transmit herewith, for the informa=
tion of the Congress, a report of the
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National Advisory Council on Interna-
tional Monetary and Financial Problems
submitted to me through its Chairman,
covering its operations from July 1 to
December 31, 1954, and describing, in
accordance with section 4 (b) (5) of
the Bretton Woods Agreements Act, the
participation of the United States in the
International Monetary Fund and the
International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development for the above period.
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 22, 1955.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed the following bills of the Senate,
severally with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

8.26. An act for the relief of Donald
Hector Taylor;

5.86, An act for the relief of Lupe M.
Gonzalez,;

S5.244. An act for the relief of Anna C.
Giese;

S.633. An act for the relief of certain alien
sheepherders;

S.758. An act for the relief of Marion S.
Quirk; and

8.1654. An act for the rellef of Eliseu
Joaquim Boa.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills and
joint resolution, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. R.2755. An act for the rellef of Ben-
Jamin Johnson;

H.R.2783. An act for the relief of Andrew
Wing-Huen Tsang;

H.R. 2044, An act for the relief of Fran-
giska Lindauer Ball;

H. R.2047. An act for the relief of Emelda
Ann Schallmo;

H. R.3189. An act for the relief of Dorothy
Claire Maurice;

H.R. 3507. An act for the relief of Luise
Pempfer (now Mrs. William L. Adams);

H. R.38624. An act for the relief of Olga I.
Papadopoulou;

H. R, 5625. An act for the relief of George
Vourderis;

H.R. 8626. An act for the rellef of Ilse
Werner;

H.R.3629. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Nika Kirihara;

H.R.3630. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Uto Ginoza;

H. R, 83864. An act for the rellef of Mrs,
Elizabeth A. Traufield;

H.R.3871. An act for the relief of Orville
Ennis;

H.R.4284. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Mariannina Monaco;

H.R. 4455. An act for the relief of Christa
Harkrader;

H.R.4640. An act for the rellef of James
M. Wilson;

H.R.4663. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, operate,
and malntain the Trinity River division,
Central Valley project, California, under
Federal reclamation laws;

H. R. 4707. An act for the relief of Duncan
McQuagge;

H.R.5021. An act for the rellef of Harrlet
L. Barchet;

H.R. 6184. An act for the relief of Lt. P. B.
Sampson; and

H. J. Res. 251. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue posthumously to the
late Seymour Richard Belinky, a flight offi-
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cer in the United States Army, a commission
as second lleutenant, United States Army,
and for other purposes.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr. PURTELL was excused from
attendance on the session of the Senate
tomorrow.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary was authorized to
meet this afternoon in the office of the
Secretary of the Senate during the ses-
sion of the Senate.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, there will be a morning hour for
the presentation of petitions and memo-
rials, the introduction of bills, and the
transaction of other routine business.
I ask unanimous consent that there be
the usual 2-minute limitation on speech-
es made in connection therewith.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without oh-
jection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider executive
business.

TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, COM-
MERCE, AND NAVIGATION WITH
REPUBLIC OF HAITI—REMOVAL
OF INJUNCTION OF SECRECY

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the.Senate Executive H,
84th Congress, 1st session, a treaty of
friendship, commerce and navigation
between the United States of America
and the Republic of Haiti, together with
a protocol and an exchange of notes
relating thereto, signed on March 3,
1955, and the notes on April 11 and 25,
1955, at Port-au-Prince, Haiti.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I move that
the injunction of secrecy be removed
from the treaty, that the treaty, to-
gether with the President’s message, he
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations, and that the message from
the President be printed in the Recorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The President’s message is as follows:

To the Senale of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith a treaty of
friendship, commerce, and navigation
between the United States of America
and the Republic of Haiti, together with
a protocol and an exchange of notes re-
lating thereto. The treaty and the
protocol were signed on March 3, 1955,

" Congress,

June 22

and the notes on April 11 and 25, 1955,
at Port-au-Prince.

I transmit also, for the information of
the Senate, the report by the Acting
Secretary of State with respect to the

treaty.
DwiGHT D. EISENHOWER.
Tue WHITE HOUSE, June 22, 1955.

(Enclosures: 1. Report of the Acting
Secretary of State. 2. Treaty of friend-
ship, commerce, and navigation, with
protocol, signed at Port-au-Prince on
March 3, 1955. 3. Exchange of notes,
signed at Port-au-Prince on April 11 and
25, 1955, with translation of French
language note.)

PROTOCOL SUPPLEMENTING CON-
VENTION WITH THE KINGDOM OF
THE NETHERLANDS RELATING
TO CERTAIN TAXES—REMOVAL
OF INJUNCTION OF SECRECY

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate Executive I, 84th
1st session, the protocol,
signed on June 15, 1955, supplementing
the convention between the United
States of America and the Kingdom of
the Netherlands with respect to taxes
on income and certain other taxes for
the purpose of facilitating extension to
the Netherlands Antilles.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I move that
the injunction of secrecy be removed
from the protocol, that the protocol,
together with the President’s message,
be referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and that the message
from the President be printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The message from the President is
as follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit the protocol, signed on
June 15, 1955, supplementing the con-
vention between the United States of
America and the Kingdom of the Neth-
erlands with respect to taxes on income
and certain other taxes for the purpose
of facilitating extension to the Nether-
lands Antilles.

I also transmit for the information of
the Senate the report by the Secretary
of State with respect to the protocol.

The protocol has the approval of the
Department of State and the Depart-
ment of the Treasury.

DwicaT D. EISENHOWER.

THeE WHiTE HOUSE, June 22, 1955.

(Enclosures: 1. Report of the Acting
Secretary of State. 2. Protocol supple-
menting the income-tax convention
with the Netherlands.)

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate messages from the President
of the United States submitting sundry
nominations, and withdrawing the nom-
inations of Leslie F. Augsbach and Frank
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A. Bialas, to be postmasters at Spring
Lake, Mich., and Wilmore, Pa., respec-
tively, which nominating messages were
referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no reports of committees, the nomina-
tions on the Executive Calendar will be
stated.

POSTMASTER NOMINATION AD-
VERSELY REFPORTED

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Merlin A. Hymel to be postmaster at
Edgard, La.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that that nomination go over.
I have not had an opportunity to confer
with the minority leader about it. I ex-
pect to bring the nomination before the
Senate at an early date, but I ask that
it zo over at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The nomi-
nation will go over.

POSTMASTERS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the remaining post-
master nominations be confirmed en
bloe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations are confirmed
en bloc.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the President be notified
forthwith of the nominations today con-
firmed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume
the consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIA-
TION BILL

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, for the information of the Sen-
ate, I should like to say, and I call this
to the attention of the distinguished mi-
nority leader, that it is hoped the Dis-
trict of Columbia appropriation bill will
be reported today. It is also the hope
of the majority leader that we may
have early consideration of that bill, al-
ways realizing that the Senate will not
proceed until the hearings and the re-
ports are available. In the event there
is no great controversy involved, and the
minority leader agrees with me about
the procedure, I hope the District of
Columbia appropriation hill can be called
up and considered by unanimous con-
sent, if the hearings and the report are
. available, and if it seems unlikely that
any great controversy will develop.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll. .

irhe Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Morning business is now in order.

INVITATION OF THE CITY OF PHILA-
DELPHIA FOR MEMBERS OF THE
SENATE TO ATTEND FOURTH OF
JULY CELEBRATION AT INDE-
FENDENCE HALL—LETTER AND
RESOLUTION

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr,
President, by appropriate resolution, the
city of Philadelphia is inviting all Mem-
bers of the Senate to attend a Fourth of
July celebration in Independence Hall.

I may state to the Senate that the
distinguished junior Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Barxreyl, formerly Vice
President of the United States, will be
the orator on that occasion.

I present, for appropriate reference,
and ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp, a letter to the
Vice President from James H. J. Tate,
president of the City Council of Phila-
delphia, Pa., transmitting a resolution
adopted by the city council, inviting the
Members of the Senate to attend Phila-
delphia’s observance of Independence
Day on Monday, July 4, 1955.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were referred to the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to

be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Crry CoUNCIL,
Philadelphia, June 21, 1955.
Hon, RicHARD M. NIxoN,
Vice President of the United States,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear MR. VicE PRESIDENT: I am enclos-
ing herewith a resolution adopted by the
council of the city of Philadelphia, inviting
the Members of the United States Senate to
attend Philadelphia’s observance of Inde-
pendence Day on Monday morning, July 4,
1955, which is to be held at Independence
Hall in Independence Square, the birthplace
of our Nation's liberty.

This is an annual observance and a cordial
invitation is extended to you and the Mem-
bers of the Senate who may be in the East
at that time.

With all good wishes, I remain,

Sincerely yours,
James H. J. TATE,
President, City Council.

Resolution requesting the Members of the
Congress of the United States to partici-
pate in the observance of Independence
Day at Independence Square in Philadel-
phia
Whereas the most inspirational holiday

celebrated by the peoples of the United

BStates is Independence Day each year; and
Whereas the most hallowed spot in the

United States relating to that day is in

Independence Hall, Philadelphia, Pa., where

the Liberty Bell has its resting place; and
Whereas it is the purpose of the city

of Philadelphia to make the observance of
this holiday at Independence Square each
year the most significant celebration in the
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United States of the signing of the Declara-
tion of Independence; and -

Whereas the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania will officially dedicate the Mall, adja-
cent to Independence Hall; and

Whereas this day offers a splendid op-
portunity for Members of the United States
Congress to visit the shrine dedicated to
the true significance of liberty, freedom, and
equality: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Council of the City of
Philadelphia, That Members of the United
States Congress are hereby respectfully re-
quested to accept the invitation of the city
of Philadelphia to participate in the ob-
servance on Monday morning, July 4, 1855,
and on each Independence Day observance
thereafter, from Independence Square, in the
city of Philadelphia.

Resolved, That a certified copy of this reso-
lution be forwarded to the Members of the
Congress of the United States.

CERTIFICATION

This is a true and correct copy of the
original resolution passed by the city council
on the 9th day of June 1955.

JaMmes H. J. TATE,
President of City Council.

ENCOURAGEMENT OF THE ARTS—
RESOLUTION OF NATIONAL MUSIC
COUNCIL

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RecorDp a resolution adopted by the
National Music Council, of New York,
N. Y., relating to the encouragement of
the arts.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

ResorvuTioN UNANIMOUSLY PASSED BY THE Na-
TIONAL MUsIC COUNCIL AT ITs ANNUAL MEET-
ING OF MAY 25, 1955

Whereas the President of the United States,
as well as many of the outstanding Members
of both Houses of Congress of the United
States, have evinced their interest in encour-
aging the arts; and g

Whereas music is a form of communication
which knows no international barriers of
language; and

Whereas the National Music Council is
desirous of expressing its appreciation to
those selected officials who have shown a high
regard for the encouragement of the arts:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the National Music Couneil,
on behalf of some 800,000 American citizens
who compose the member organizations of
the council hereby expresses to the President
of the United States and to Messrs. GorpoN
Arrorr, CLINTON P. ANDERSON, FRANK A,
BARRETT, GEORGE H. BENDER, WaLLACE F. BEN-
NETT, ALAN BisrLE, JoHN W. BRICKER, HARRY
Froop Byrp, EveErRerT MCKINLEY DIRKSEN,
Pavr H. DovcrLAs, WALTER F, GEorGE, THEO-
DORE F. GREEN, HUBerT H. HUMPHREY, OLIN D,
JOHNSTON, EsTES KEFAUVER, HARLEY M. Kir-
GORE, WiLLlIAM F. EnNowrAnD, THOoMAs H.
KvucHEL, WinLiam LancER, HErBerT H. LEH-
MAN, WAYNE MoORSE, JAMES E. MURRAY, MaT-
THEW M. NeELY, JosEPH C. O'MAHONEY, FrRED-
ERICK G. PAYNE, CHARLES E. POTTER, LEVERETT
SALTONSTALL, H. ALEXANDER SMITH, SrROM
THURMOND, ARTHUR V. WaATKINS, JoHN A,
BrLaTNIK, EMANUEL CELLER, CHARLES R.
HoweLL, CarroLL D. EKEArNs, JouN L. Mc-
MiraN, LEe Metcarr, Georce P. MriLLER,
Janmes H, MorrISON, GEORGE M. RHODES, JoHN
F. SHELLEY, FRANKE THOMPSON, JR., STUYVE-
BANT WAINWRIGHT, and Roy W. WiER, lts ap-
preciation of the steps taken by these elected
representatives of our people to set a pattern
for democratic encouragement of the arts

-and the cultural aspects of our civilization,

of which music forms so great a part.
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REQUEST FOR RESIGNATION OF
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR—
RESOLUTION

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consen® to have printed in
the REcorD a resolution adopted by the
Klamath Basin District Council No. 6,
International Woodworkers of America,
CIO, requesting the President of the
United States to require the resignation
of the Secretary of the Interior.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION ON RESIGNATION OF DOUGLAS

McEAY, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

Whereas the BSecretary of the Interior,
Douglas McEay, used to sell Chevrolets to
the State of Oregon while governor; and

Whereas President Eisenhower's Cabinet
already has one representative of General
Motors, Charles E. “Bird Dog"” Wilson, on it;
and

Whereas Secretary McKay seeks to either
close down, or sell out to private monopoly,
the Alaska Rallroad in spite of its profitable
operating record; and

Whereas Secretary McEay has, by his own
appointment, become the errand boy for the
Idaho Power Co., & Maine corporation which
masquerades as a locally owned concern and
has sought to give away the finest multiple-
purpose dam site in North America—Hells
Canyon on the Snake River—to this private
utility; and

Whereas Secretary McKay has clearly dem-
onstrated by his past and present record
that he is not interested in the welfare of
the people, but is interested, at the expense
of the citizenry, in the welfare of friends in
the utility and transportation field and is
thus an official to whom the people can no
longer look for the protection of their natural
resource heritage: Be it therefore

Resolved, That the Elamath Basin District
Council No. 6, International Woodworkers of
America, CIO, petition the President of the
United States to require Secretary McKay's
resignation forthwith so as to prevent any
further looting of the public domain; and
be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
sent to Senator Waywne L. Morse with the
request that it be read into the CONGRES-
BIONAL RECORD.

Adopted by Klamath Basin District Coun-
cil No. 6 convention in session May 14 and
15, 1955.

TiM SULLIVAN,
President, K. B. D. C, No. 6.

H. E. GEIGER,
Secretary-Treasurer, K. B. D. C. No. 6.

USE OF WORD “EMPLOYABILITY" IN
VETERANS' REGULATIONS—RES-
OLUTION

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorD a resolution adopted by Craig
Mount Post, No. 4273, of the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, Union, Oreg., relating
to the elimination of the word “employ-
ability” from Veterans' Regulations KA1,
part 3, of Public Laws 28, 149, and 698,
83d Congress.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Whereas the requirement of the word
“employability” and the Iinterpretations
thereunder of Veterans Regulations KA1,
part 3, of Public Laws 28, 149, and 698, 83d
Congress, has caused and will cause great
hardship and unreasonable denial of pen-
sions to veterans; and
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Whereas said interpretations relating to
the employability have not been realistic
and will cause the denial of pensions to vet-
erans who should in all interest of soclal jus-
tice be entitled thereto: It is hereby

Resolved by Craig Mount Post, No. 4273,
VFW, and we do request, That our national
officers and State officers institute appro-
priate action to eliminate the requirement
of the word “employability” from the above=
stated regulation and that legislation be in-
troduced at the next session of the Congress
of the United SBtates of America to eflect
such purpose.

JerrYy WRIGHT,
Commander.
CrareNcE W. Dopbps,
Chaplain.
VIRGIL SUDBROCK,
Adjutant.

COMMENCEMENT AND COMPLETION
OF JOHN DAY PROJECT, ORE-
GON—LETTER

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcoRrp a letter from the City Coun-
cil of West Linn, Oreg., signed by Andy
Harila, city recorder, favoring the early
commencement and completion of the
John Day project, Oregon.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

WesT LINN, OrEG., June 168, 1955.
The Honorable WaAYNE Morsg,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Bm: The West Linn Clity Council at its
regular June meeting discussed the problem
of a predicted power shortage in the Pacific
Northwest and especially in the Willamette
Valley area by the year 1960 unless imme-
diate action is taken to start more hydro-
electric development.

Recognizing the importance of electric
power as a factor in the economy of the area
in general and our city in particular, we
urgently request that you use your influence
toward the early commencement and com-
pletion of the John Day project either
through Government financing or the pro-
posed partnership plan.

Yours very truly,
Crry oF WesT Linw,
ANDY HaRILA, City Recorder.

HELLS CANYON DAM—LETTER, PE-
TITION, AND RESOLUTIONS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp a letter from the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists, Brem-
erton, Wash.; a petition signed by Henry
Pence, and sundry other citizens of the
State of Ohio; a resolution adopted by
Fort Rock Grange, No. 758, of Fort Rock,
Oreg.; a resolution adopted by the Mis-
souri State Council of Carpenters, United
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners
of America; a resolution adopted by the
New Mexico State Council of Carpen-
ters, Hobbs, N. Mex.; a resolution adopted
by Local Union No. 610, United Brother-
hooc of Carpenters and Joiners of Amer-
ica, Port Arthur, Tex.; and a resolution
adopted by the Oregon State Grange, all
favoring the enactment of Senate hill
1333, authorizing the construction of a
high dam in Hells Canyon.
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There being no objection, the letter,
petition, and resolutions were ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF MACHINISTS,
Bremerton, Wash., June 5, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR: At the recent meeting of
Nipsic Lodge, No. 282, International Associa-
tion of Machinists, I was instructed to write
you on behalf of our local to thank you for
your support of Senate bill 1333, which
authorizes the construction of the high dam
at Hells Canyon.

The machinists have given wholehearted
support both finanecially and morally to the
Hells Canyon Association and we sincerely
appreciate your efforts in this cause,

Sincerely yours,
Nresic Lopce, No. 282, I. A. oF M.,
A, A. JUsSTIN,
Recording Secretary.

PETITION
To the Congress of the United States:

We, the undersigned citizens of the United
States, believing that construction of a high
dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River
between Idaho and Oregon will assure maxi-
mum comprehensive multipurpose develop=-
ment of the Middle Snake, and will con-
tribute materially to the economic growth of
the region and the national economy and
security, do respectfully petition that Senate
bill 1333, authorizing a Federal multiple-
purpose high dam at Hells Canyon, be passed
by the Congress.

_——

HeLLs CanyonN DAM VErsUs THREE Low-HEAaD
Dams

In order to acquaint our Congressmen of
the stand of our grange regarding a high
dam or three low-head dams on the Snake
River in the Hells Canyon area, we, the
Fort Rock Grange, No. 758, located at Fort
Rock, propose the following resolution: °

“Whereas the three proposed low-head
dams are to be located in the area which
would be the reservolr site of the Hells Can-
yon Dam, as located by the Army engineers
and the Federal irrigation group; and

“Whereas the sites for the three low-head
dams are requested by private uftility com-
panies; and

“Whereas the granting of these sites to
the private companies would shut off con=-
struction of Hells Canyon dam without bar-
galning with the private companies for re-
turn of the sites; and

“Whereas the low-head dams make no pro=
vision for flood control, while Hells Can-
yon Dam would provide an exceptionally
large reservoir in an ideal primitive area for
water storage; and

“Whereas the low-head dams require water
rights to assure sufficient river flow for maxi-
mum development of power, while Hells
Canyon Dam would store great quantities of
surplus water during the spring runoff, thus
holding it from flooding the lower area and
also providing power development even dur-
ing the long dry periods, not only at the
dam site, but to river flow dams below, only
becoming a low-head dam when the stored
water is used down to the river flow; and

“Whereas the low-head dams are of no
value for wildlife, scenic, or recreational uses,
while Hells Canyon Dam would provide all
these benefits: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That this grange stands defi-
nitely for the construction of the Hells Can-
yon Dam and opposed to giving away the
three sites in the Snake River which would
obstruct the construction of the Hells Can-
yon Dam; and be it further

“Resolved, That we want the Hells Can-
yon Dam constructed and owned by the Fed-
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eral Government, provided however, that in
powar development, the Federal Govern-
ment share with the States concerned with
such costs and benefits as may be for the
best interests of the people of those States
and of the Natlon, and provided further that
the Federal Government enter into such con-
tracts with private companies, including co-
operative companies, for the development,
distribution, and sale of electric power as
will be to the advantage and for the benefit
of the whole population; and be it further
“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be sent to each of our Congressmen and to
our State secretary of the grange.”
JEss MILES,
Master.
HELEN PARKS,
Secretary.
LaxkE CoOUNTY, OREG.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE MISSOURI STATE
CoUNCIL OF CARPENTERS, UNITED BROTHER~
HOOD OF CARPENTERS AND JOINERS OF
AMERICA
‘Whereas there is now a bill in the Senate

of the United States for consideration,

known as Senate bill 1333, introduced by

Senator WAYNE MoRrsE, of Oregon, and 22

other Senators, including Senator SyYMING=-

ron and Senator HENNINGS, of Missourl, for
the purpose of constructing a federally fi-
nanced high dam in Hells Canyon; and
Whereas similarly constructed dams, such
as Grand Coulee, Bonneville, ete., have re-
sulted in the greatest good for a greater
number of people, and have improved the

Nation's resources; and
Whereas the construction of a multipur-

pose high dam as set forth in Senate bill

1833 would preserve and protect the full po-

tential value of the site for navigation, recre-

atlon, irrigation, and flood control: Therefore
be it

Resolved, That the Missourl State Council
of Carpenters, United Brotherhood of Car-
penters and Joiners of America, at their 17th
annual convention, go on record as recom-

mending the support of Senate bill 1333.

New MEexico STATE
CoUNCIL OF CARPENTERS,
Hobbs, N. Mez., May 25, 1955.
NaTIONAL HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION,
Portland, Oreg.

Dear Smes: The following resolution has
been adopted by the New Mexico State Coun-
cil of Carpenters at a special meeting held
in Santa Fe, N. Mex., April 30, 1955:

“Whereas the Hells Canyon is the last
major hydroelectric multipurpose project in
the Pacific Northwest; and

“Whereas the erection of a federally
financed dam would develop the hydroelec-
tric potential of the site by providing water
for irrigation, navigation, and maximum
amount of flood control; and

“Whereas much of the recent growth of
the West is the result of the development
of such sites and all parts of the Nation
have benefited from the growth of the West
by expansion of industries in these unde-
veloped areas: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That we, the members of the
New Mexico State Council of Carpenters in
special meeting in Santa Fe, N. Mex., as-
sembled, do hereby endorse the Hells Can-
yon Dam project and passage of Senate
bill No. 1333 by Congress. Motion to adopt
made and seconded. Motion carried by
unanimous vote.”

Vernon C. ROBERTS, Secretary-TTreasurer.
Locar Union, No. 610,
UnNITED BROTHERHOOD OF CAR-
PENTERS AND JOINERS OF AMERICA,
Port Arthur, Texr., May 19, 1955.
NaTioNAL HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION,
Portland, Oreg.
Dear Sies: We of Carpenters Local 610 of
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and
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Joiners of America, A. F. of L., of Port Arthur,
Tex., at a special called meeting, voted unan-
imously to submit the following resclution.
We hope you will give it much consideration.

RESOLUTION

Whereas it is a well-known fact that Hells
Canyon represents the last great natural
dam site in the Nation; and

‘Whereas it has long been expected that
& big multipurpose dam was to be built with
Federal funds, much as Grand Coulee Dam
and other great Columbia River develop-
ments were built, which would develop the
full hydroelectric potential of the site, as
well as provide water for irrigation, naviga-
tion, and a maximum amount of flood con-
trol; and

Whereas now we are confronted with the
fact that certain Interests wish to turn over
the Hells Canyon Dam site to private interests
for the construction of a series of low dams
that would provide electricity only; and

Whereas these low dams would not even
produce the full hydroelectric potential of
the site, much less use the full possibilities
of the site for navigation, recreation, irriga-
tion, or flood control; and

‘Whereas SBenator WaYy~NE Morsg, of Oregon,
along with 29 other Senators, has introduced
Senate bill 1333, which will provide for the
construction of the big multipurpose dam
at Hells Canyon as originally proposed with
Federal funds: Therefore be it "

Resolved, That we, the members of Car-
penters Union, A. F. of L., Local 610, of Port
Arthur, Tex., go on record as being in favor
of the big multipurpose dam as provided by
Senate bill 1333 because we feel that this
type of dam will best serve all the Interests
of our country.

Sincerely yours,
B. H. SHARP,
Recording Secretary,
Carpenters Local No. 610.

PORTLAND, OREG., June 15, 1955.
Senator WAYNE L. MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The following resolution passed by Oregon
State Grange in annual session June 6 to 10
submitted for your consideration;

“Whereas Senate bill 1333 authorizing the
construction of a high Hells Canyon Dam
has been introduced in Congress; and

“Whereas we belleve that in order to have
an integrated power system of maximum
value that this dam be constructed as called
for in this bill for the following reasons:
First, that it will tie in with the Northwest
power pool to insure needed power for this
area and for national defense: second, that
it will serve as a large storage basin, thereby
helping to regulate an even flow of water
right on down through the Columbia chain
of power dams and proposed dams, serving to
increase the output of each dam and make
a steady and greater power supply that
cannot be had by any other means; third,
that it will help to supply cheap power for
agriculture and industry and encourage in-
dustry and make jobs for thousands and
thousands of people. These added industries,
this added payroll, added homes, and other
benefits all building a foundation on a sub-
stantial basis for securing added tax money
for the operation of Federal, State, and
county governments; fourth, that it will
be developing a natural resource by the
people and for the people who own it and
will pay & return to all the people, eventually
paying back the full cost of construction
with interest, and thereafter be a source of
income for governmental operations; and
fifth, that we know fromr past experience the
value of a liberal supply of power at a low
cost, and realize the last war could have
had a different ending for America had it
not been for the speedy output of boats and
war materials all of which was directly de-
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pendent on our supply of low-cost power in
the Northwest; and

“Whereas we realize that our Congress will
be under pressure and at the point of focus
of the highest paid, most powerful lobby in
America and feeling that our congressional
delegation is in need of home support for
this measure: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That Oregon State Grange go
on record as heartily supporting this Hells
Canyon Dam bill as originally outlined in
Army engineers report No. 308 and that we
forward copies of this resolution to all Sena-
tors and Representatives of the Northwest
States requesting their undivided support of
Senate bill 1333.

ELmER McCLURE,
Master, Oregon State Grange.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy:

8. 609. A bill to provide rewards for infor=
mation concerning the illegal introduction
into the United States, or the illegal manu-
facture or acquisition in the United States,
of special nuclear material and atomic
weapons; with an amendment (Rept. No.
622).

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration:

5.636. A bill to revise the Federal elec=-
tion laws, to prevent corrupt practices in
Federal elections, and for other purposes;
with amendments, together with minority
views (Rept. No. 624).

By Mr., STENNIS, from the Committee on
Appropriations:

H.R.6239. A bill making appropriations
for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or In part against the revenues of
sald District for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1056, and for other purposes; with
amendments (Rept. No. 623).

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia, without amendment:

S5.1739. A bill to authorize the Commis-

sloners of the District of Columbia to fix.

rates of compensation of members of certain
examining and.licensing boards and com=-
missions, and for other purposes (Rept. No.

7)s

S5.1741. A bill to exempt from taxation
certain property of the Jewish War Veterans,
U. 8. A. National Memorial, Inc., in the Dis«
trict of Columbia (Rept. No. 628); and

5.2176. A bill to repeal the requirement
that public utilities engaged in the manu-
facture and sale of electricity in the District
of Columbia must submit annual reports to
Congress (Rept. No. 629).

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on the
District of Columbia, with an amendment:

5.2177. A bill to repeal the prohibition
against the declaration of stock dividends
by public utilities operating in the District
of Columbia (Rept. No. 630).

By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Committes
on the District of Columbia, without amend-
ment:

5.665. A bill to revive section 3 of the
District of Columbia Public School Food
Bervices Act (Rept. No. 631); and

8.666. A bill to extend the period of au-
thorization of appropriations for the hos-
pital center and facilities in the District of
Columbia (Rept. No. 632).

By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Committee
on the District of Columbia, without amend-
ment:

H.R.1825. A bill creating a Federal com=
mission to formulate plans for the con-
struction in the District of Columbia of a
civie auditorium, including an Inaugural
Hall of Presidents and a mausic, fine arts,
and mass communications center (Rept. No.
626).
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By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Committee
on the District of Columbia, with an amend-
ment:

S.1275. A bill to authorize the Commis=
sioners of the District of Columbia to desig-
nate employees of the District to protect life
and property in and on the buildings and
grounds of any institution located upon
property outside of the District of Columbia
acquired by the United States for District
sanatoriums, hospitals, training schools, and
other institutions (Rept. No. 633).

By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Commitiee
on the District of Columbia, with amend-
ments:

8.182. A bill to require a premarital ex-
amination of all applicants for marriage
licenses in the District of Columbia (Rept.
No. 634).

By Mr. BEALL, from the Committee on the
District of Columbia:

S.48. A bill to provide for the disquali-
fications of certain former officers and em-
ployees of the District of Columbia in mat-
ters connected with former duties; without
amendment (Rept. No. 625).

AMENDMENT OF MINING LAWS RE-
LATING TO MULTIPLE USE OF
SURFACE OF SAME TRACTS OF
PUBLIC LANDS—MINORITY VIEWS
(PT. 2 OF REPT. 554)

Mr. MALONE submitted minority
views on the bill (S. 1713) amending the
act of July 31, 1947 (61 Stat. 681), and
the mining laws to provide for multiple
use of the surface of the same tracts of
the public lands, which were ordered to
be printed.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time,
and referred as follows:

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

5.2288. A bill to protect consumers and
others against fallure to identify misbrand-
ing and false advertising of the fiber con-
tent of textile fiber products, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. GOLDWATER when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. LEHMAN:

8.2289. A bill for the relief of David

Hayes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BRICKER:

S.929200. A bill to assist cities and States
by amending section 65136 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended, with respect to the
authority of national banks to underwrite
and deal in securities issued by State and
local governments, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

(See the remarks of Mr. BRICKER when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. LANGER:

S.2291. A bill for the relief of Albino

Braijuca; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. EEFAUVER:

S.2282, A bill for the relief of Cale P.
Haun and Julia Fay Haun; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. EENNEDY:

5.2203. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide disability
insurance benefits for totally disabled indi-
viduals, to provide benefits for the wives and
minor children of such individuals, to reduce

- from 65 to 60 years the age at which women
may qualify for old-age and survivors insur-
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ance benefits, and to provide extra credit for
postponed retirement; to the Committee on
Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. KeNnNEpY when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ENOWLAND:

8.2204. A bill for the relief of Maria
Veronica de Pataky, Coloman de Pataky,
Oscar Beregi, Oscar Beregi, Jr,, and Margreth
Leiss von Laimburg; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. CLEMENTS:

S.2205. A bill to amend section 313 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 with
respect to tobacco allotments;

S.2296. A bill to amend section 313 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 with
respect to tobacco allotments; and

S.2297. A bill to further amend the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1838, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

S.2208. A bill authorizing the reconstruc-
tion, enlargement, and extension of the
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near
Rock Island, Ill.; to the Committee on Public
Works.

(See the remarks of Mr. Dovcras when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself and
Mr. MURRAY) ¢

8. J. Res. 82, Joint resolution to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to execute a
certain contract with the Toston Irrigation
Distriect, Montana; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

PROFOSED TEXTILE FIBER PROD-
UCTS REPRESENTATION ACT

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to protect consumers and others
against failure to identify, misbranding,
and false advertising of the fiber content
of textile fiber produects, and for other
purposes. I ask unanimous consent that
an explanation of the bill, prepared by
me, be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the statement
will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill ¢S, 2288) to protect consumers
and others against failure to identify,
misbranding, and false advertising of the
fiber content of textile fiber products,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. GOLDWATER, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The statement presented by Mr, GoLp-
WATER is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GOLDWATER

The proposed Textile Fiber Products Rep-
resentation Act requires the identification
of the fiber content of fabrics used or in-
tended for use in “articles of wearing ap-
parel, costumes and accessories, upholsteries,
draperies, floor coverings, furniture, furnish-
ings and beddings, and other domestics.” In
addition the law requires that advertising
set forth the fiber content of such articles.

The act's jurisdiction covers all transac-
tions in commerce, from manufacturing to
retailing. The act specifically exempts in-
dividuals who are merely transporters of
such articles in commerce, processors, under
contract, of such articles, and any person
manufacturing or shipping such articles to
foreign countries. :

A textile fiber product 1s misbranded if it
is falsely or deceptively identified; or if the
identification does not show (1) the fiber
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or fibers in the product, by generic name or
nondeceptive trademark in the order of
predominance; (2) the percentages of all
fibers present in an article when one fiber is
20 percent or less by welght of the total fiber
content, exclusive of permissible ornamen-
tation up to 5 percent. Mention of a fiber
present in an amount of 5 percent or less is
prohibited. This provision is designed to pre-
vent the use of the name of a “miracle fiber”
when the fiber is present in a negligible
amount.

The advertising provision of the law re-
quires that ads must show the fiber or fibers
in a product in the order of predominance by
weight; must set forth the percentages of all
fibers, when one is present in an amount of
20 percent or less; and must not use the name
of a fiber which is present in the amount of
b percent or less; and generally prohibits any
misrepresentation or deception with respect
to the identification of the fiber content of
a textile fiber product.

This law does not require the identification
of a fabrie or floor covering which is removed
from a labeled bolt of fabric or floor covering.
Textile products contained in a package need
not be individually labeled, providing the
package is labeled in accordance with the act.

The act is to be enforced by the Federal
Trade Commission, and the Commission is
given powers of injunction and to certify
actions to the Justice Department when
there is reason to believe that a misde-
meanor has been committed. Guaranties
are provided for which relieve an individual
of liabllity. The types of guaranty pro-
vided for are the separate guaranty, the
continuing guaranty filed with the Com-
mission, and a continuing guaranty given
to the buyer, but not filed with the Com=-
mission.

Exceptions to this act are headwear, foot-
wear, handbags, luggage, hrushes, lamp=-
shades, and toys. Further, the Commission
is given the power to specifically exempt
articles which in its discretion should not
be covered by the act. This is in addition
to the gensral authority of the Commission
to exempt articles which are of an incon-
sequential and insignificant nature.

The Wool Products Labeling Act is spe=
cifically repealed.

AUTHORITY FOR NATIONAL BANKS
TO UNDERWRITE CERTAIN LOCAL
SECURITIES

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a hill
to assist cities and States by amending
section 5136 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended, with respect to the authority
of national banks to underwrite and deal
in securities issued by State and local
governments, and for other purposes. I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp a statement, prepared by
me, relating to the bill, and also a state-
ment on State and Local Government
Financing of Public Facilities and Im-
provements which has been prepared to
indicate some of the major points which
may be involved in the consideration of
this bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the statements
will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (8. 2290) to assist cities and
States by amending section 5136 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended, with re-
spect to the authority of national banks
to underwrite and deal in securities is-
sued by State and local governments,
and for other purposes, introduced by
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Mr. BRICKER, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.
The statements presented by Mr.
BrICKER are as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR BRICKER

I have today introduced S. 2290, a bill
designed to assist cities and States by help-
ing to create the broadest possible market
for the bonds which they must issue to
finance needed public facilities and im-
provements, and thus permit cities and
Btates to obtain the lowest possible interest
costs.

This is a matter of important public con-
cern—particularly to the public officials who
are responsible for the management of our
State and local governments. The United
States Conference of Mayors at its recent
session of the full Conference unanimously
adopted a resolution supporting such legis-
lation. The American Public Power Associa=
tion also adopted such a resolution at its
convention in May of this year. In recent
testimony before the Banking and Currency
Committee, it received the support of repre-
sentatives of the American Municipal Asso-
ciation. I am informed that members of
the Executive Committee of the Municipal
Finance Officers Assoclation of America have
indicated their support of such legislation.
The principle of this legislation is also sup-
ported by the American Bankers Association,
having been approved by both the Legisla-
tive and Administrative Committees of that
organization.

There is good reason for the interest and
support of these public officials and organi-
zations in this legislation. They are faced
with an increasing volume of non-Federal
public works construction which is required
to meet the present and future needs of their
Btates and communities. In 1950 the con-
struction of such public facilities and im-
provements amounted to $6.6 billion. The
official estimate of the United States Depart-
ment of Commerce for 1955 is $10 billion.

This is a tremendous increase in the last
b-year period. But present and future needs
are so large that the United States Depart-
ment of Commerce estimates that in the 10-
year period 1955 to 1964 a total of $204 bil-
lion would be required—a yearly average of
$20.4. The 1955 estimate of $10 billion rep-
resents an increase of $1.4 billion over 1954.
If that amount of increase continued each
year over the next 10-year period, the total
would rise to more than $15 billion a year in
1960, and the total for the entire 10-year pe-
riod would be approximately $149 billion.
Thus the State and local governments face
an increase of from 50 to 100 percent over
the 1955 $10-billion annual rate of public
improvements to be financed.

The yearly average annual rate of about
$20.4 billion expenditure by State and local
governments for needed public facilities and
improvements over the 10-year period 1955—
64 would consist of approximately the fol-
lowing: roads, $9.2 billion; schools, $4.2 bil-
lion; hospital and other medical facilities,
$2.2 billion; water and sewer facilities, $2.56
billlon; and other public works (such as
parks, prisons, auditoriums, offices, play-
grounds, publicly owned gas, power, and
transit systems, ete., $2.3 billion,

It iz recognized that these data are not
absolutes. They are estimates based on in-
formed judgments, and they may vary up-
ward or downward from actuality. But it is
unlikely that such variations as may occur
would significantly diminish the magnitude
of the problem of necessary public improve-
ment financing which our State and local
governments face in the relatively immedi-
ate future.

The bill which I have introduced simply
makes it clear that national banks may un-
derwrite and deal in obligations issued by
‘the States and political subdivisions thereof,
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or agencies thereof which are eligible for
purchase by & bank for its own account. Ex=
cept in the case of general obligation bonds
of States and local governments (which the
banks are now authorized to underwrite and
deal in without regard to the 10-percent
limitation), the bill would provide that no
bank shall at any one time hold obligations
as a result of underwriting, dealing, or pur-
chasing for its own account in a total amount
with respect to any one issuer in excess of 10
percent of its capital stock actually pald in
and unimpaired and 10 percent of its unim-
paired surplus fund. Thus, the only change
in the present law is to make it clear that na-
tional hanks can underwrite and deal in non-
general obligation or revenue hond type of
public securities which are of such quality
that the banks could buy them for their own
account. In the case of nongeneral obliga-
tion or revenue-type bonds, the banks would
be subject to the 10-percent limitation which
I referred to a moment ago. Consistently
with the legislative history of the Glass-
Steagall Act, obligations issued by State and
local governments which are payable solely
from special assessments against benefited
property would not be included within the
underwriting authority.

In view of these considerations, it might be
expected that a bill relating to an area of
such important public concern to our States
and municipalities would be relatively non-
controversial. I do not understand that
such is the case with respect to the bill
which I have introduced. Under such cir-
cumstances, it would be unreasonable to ex-
pect action to be taken on the bill during
this first session of the 84th Congress by the
Committee on Banking and Currency or by
the Senate. But this certainly does not
mean that consideration of this matter
should be permanently deferred. I am con-
vinced that the important public issues
which I belleve are involved in this matter
should be brought up on the table where
they can be openly studied and freely dis-
cussed, pending the convening of the sec-
ond session of this 84th Congress, by all who
have an interest in this problem. Thereafter,
early during the next session, the Committee
on Banking and Currency can schedule open
hearings on the bill, during which the merits
of the proposed amendment can be subjected
to democratic process of free and open dis-
cussion, and, on the basis of such discussion
and the evidence presented to the committee
in the course of the public hearings, the
Committee on Banking and Currency can de-
cide whether the proposed amendment
should be recommended for favorable con-
sideration by the Senate.

STATE AND LOoCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCING OF
PusBLIC FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS
GENERAL

State and local governments must issue
and sell in the competitive market public se-
curities to obtain the capital funds to finance
the construction of the various types of pub-
lic facilities and improvements (such as
schools, hospitals, roads, water and sewer
systems, ete.) required to serve the needs of
their citizens. The broader the market for
such public securities, the more assurance
there is that State and local governments will
be able to obtain lower interest rates.

In the past, the vast majority of needed
public facilities and improvements were
financed by State and local governments
through the issuance and sale of public se-
curities known as ‘“general obligation”
bonds—principally bonds the payment of
which is secured by ad valorem taxes levied
on all the property within the jurisdiction of
the issuing State or local government, As to
such general obligation bonds, State and
local governments have always had the bene-
fit of commerclal bank participation in the
marketing of their bonds, since the banks

8919

have always had clear authority to under=
write and deal in this type of public security.

With the development of new forms of
State and local government finanecing, how-
ever, the proportion of the total issues of
public securities which are of the very high=
est grade but which are “nongeneral obliga-
tion” in form has been increasing at an ac-
celerated rate. As a result State and local
governments are being deprived of the ben-
efit of commercial bank participation in the
marketing of a constantly increasing propor-
tion of their required financing because at
present the banks are not authorized to un-
derwrite and deal in nongeneral obligation
or revenue bonds,

BENEFITS OF PRESENT COMMERCIAL BANK
PARTICIPATION

Within the present statutory limitations
imposed upon their authority, the commer-
clal banks discharge an important public-
interest function in helping to create the
broadest possible market for bonds issued by
State and loeal governments to finance need=
ed public facilities and improvements.

While the number of commercial banks
which engage in underwriting bonds issued
by State and local governments is relatively
small, these banks have more than 30 per-
cent of the total banking capital of the Na-
tion. Thus the commercial banks which do
engage in underwriting these bonds can
make a most important contribution toward
supplying the funds required by State and
local governments to finance necessary public
facilities and improvements. During the
years 1949 to 1953 it is estimated that com-
mercial banks underwrote more than one-
third of the total of all general obligation
bonds issued by State and local governments,
The availability of the capital power of the
commercial banks for the underwriting of
general obligation bonds issued by State and
local governments broadens and strengthens
the market for these public securities and
materially benefits the States and their po-
litical subdivislons through lower interest
rates obtainable through increased competi-
tion and also benefits the investing public
by enhancing the liquidity and marketability
of these bonds.

The participation of the banks in this field
has been in the public interest in that—

1. It has broadened the market for State
and local government securities and thus re-
duced the cost of public improvements.

2. In addition to their direct assumption
of underwriting responsibilities, the banks
have encouraged the organization and growth
of small investment banking firms specializ-
ing in munieipal securities, who have bene-
fited from their favored treatment in under=-
writing syndicates under bank management,

3. It has enabled the banks to malintain
departments capable of advising on local
financing policies—advice for which State and
local officials normally turn to the banks.

4. The policies and standards of State and
local government finance thereby have been
improved since the banks have a sense of
responsibility to taxpayers and investors be=-
cause of their own status as public instru-
mentalities. Further, the banks are subject
to State banking departments, the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System,
the Comptroller of the Currency, and the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, all
of which exercise supervision and regulation
of the conduct of their business and the
quality of their investments.

PRESENT LIMITATIONS

Section 5136 of the Revised Statutes (the
National Bank Act as amended in 1933
and thereafter) defines the powers of banks
to deal and invest in securities, provid-
ing generally that dealing shall be limited
to purchasing and selling as agent for
customers. This limitation however does
not apply to certaln exempted securities,
principally the obligations of the United
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States Government and its agencies and the
#general” obligations of any State or of any
political subdivision thereof. Accordingly,
banks may buy and sell these exempted se-
curities as principals for their own accounts
or for the account of others. These exemp-
tions continued in effect the powers pos=
sessed by the banks prior to 1933, to under-
write and deal in public securities.

THE NEED FOR AMENDMENT

_ While the banks have always underwrit-
ten public securities, they have been limited
to “general” obligations of the States and
local governments. Since 1939, “general”
obligations have been construed by the su-
pervisory authorities as including only those
obligations secured by ad valorem taxes on
real property (notwithstanding that, prior to
1930 and consistently with the legislative
history of the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933, the
supervisory authorities had held since 1934
that banks were permitted to underwrite and
deal in revenue bonds of the Port of New
York Authority and the Triborough Bridge
and Tunnel Authority which issued only
one class of security to which all net reve-
nues were pledged and which, therefore, were
held to be general obligations of the issuer).
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As a result, with the new forms of public
borrowing which have developed, there are
many high-grade revenue bonds issued by
State and local governments for self-sup-
porting public improvements or on the secu-
rity of specifically pledged tax receipts. The
banks cannot now underwrite these public
securities. The change in methods of public
financing is resulting in the loss of the avail-
ability of the capital power of commercial
banks for underwriting a generally increas-
ing proportion of financing required of State
and local governments to carry out neces-
sary public facilities and improvements, and
the need for such underwriting power is in-
creasing with the wider use of special pur-
pose issues. This is clearly illustrated in the
following table (using the totals compiled
by the Daily Bond Buyer) which shows that
during the most recent 3 year period 1952-54
the proportion of the total of all State and
local government financing which was non-
general obligation in form and therefore not
eligible for bank underwriting was more than
35 percent. In 1954, the proportion of non-
general obligation State and local govern-
ment financing reached 46 percent of the
total.

g&tttl new i_ssiuesl, General = ot E’ertsm'n‘..&.1
, municipal, ongene nongener

and agency obligations t:gtnml

1045_ $818, 781, 000 $615, 382, 203, 399, 000 2.8
1946, | 1,208 557, 997, 697, 000 205, 860, 000 17.1
1047 .| 2 383 771,000 1, 968, 081, 000 385, 690, 000 16.4
T O R S R R M 2, 989, 731, 000 2, 440, 230, 000 549, 501, 000 18.4
1949 2, 995, 426, 000 2,312, 472, 000 682, 953, 000 22.8
1050, 3, 603, 604, 000 3,008, 681, 000 509, 923, 000 16.2
T e e RS i A 3, 278, 153, 000 2, 548, D58, 00D 730, 095, 000 22.3
Y952 oo 4, 401, 317, 000 2,037, 967, 000 1, 463, 350, 000 33.2
1053__ = F s b, 557, 887, 000 3, 090, 641, 1, 567, 246, 000 28.2
1954 2 6, 953, 304, 000 3, 738, 923, 8, 214, 381, 000 46.2

The 46.2 percent of the total of 1954 State
and local government financing which was
non-general  obligation in  character
amounted to $3,214,381,000. Of this amount,
128 issues totaling $1,774,377,000—about 55
percent—were eligible for purchase by com-
mercial bangs for their own account. Under
the proposed amendment of section 5136 of
the revised statutes, as amended, these obli-
gations would also be eligible for bank
underwriting, as well as for bank purchase.
A list of these 1954 State and local govern-
ment issues is attached hereto.

In this connection, it is to be noted that
many of the revenue bond issues for new con-
struction projects which, under the proposed
amendment, would not be eligible either for
bank purchase or bank underwriting at the
time of original issue, would later become
eligible as proven earnings records were es-
tablished. As a result, bank underwriting
would, in many cases, be available when it
became desirable to refund or refinance the
original bond issues.

These data evidence the great and con-
stantly growing need for an amendment to
afford State and local governments the as-
sistance of bank underwriting of public se-
curities of this type.

INCREASING USE OF PUBLIC AUTHORITIES

When the Glass-Steagall Act was enacted
by Congress there were few public authori-
ties in existence in this country. Since that
time, however, the use of public authorities
as a means of financing the construction or
acquisition of public improvements has be-
come widespread and many types of securi-
ties are now being issued by these authorities
which were unknown in the year 1933. Many
of these obligations are payable, indirectly,
by the levy of ad valorem taxes levied

out the State or throughout a po-
litical subdivision of the State. These ob-
ligations, while issued in the name of the
authority, for all practical purposes are the
obligations of the State or of the political
subdivision for the benefit of which the

bonds were issued. Ohbligations of this char-
acter are now being issued in many parts of
the country. A few examples may be cited
to show the character of the obligations and
their intrinsic merit,

The State Bridge Building Authority of
Georgia 1s authorized to build bridges and
lease them to the State highway board for
a rental sufficlent to pay the cost of con-
struction, operation, and maintenance of the
bridges and the debt service requirements
of the bonds issued for their construction.
The security of these bonds, therefore, for
all practical purposes is the cerdit of the
Btate of Georgia. BSimilarly, the State School
Building Authority of the State of Georgia
is authorized to construct school buildings
and to lease them to varlous political sub-
divislons at a rental sufficient to pay the cost
of construction, operation, and maintenance
of the buildings, and the debt service of the
bonds issued to construct them. In addition
to the obligation to pay the rental being a
general obligation of the political subdivision
which leases the school buildings, the law
requires the State board of education to
pay, directly, to the authority so much of
the State aid which is allocated to such po-
litical subdivision as may be necessary to
meet the rental payments, so that for practi-
cal purposes the bonds of the authority are
secured by the general credit of the political
subdivision which leases the buildings, as
well as by moneys, raised by general taxation
throughout the State of Georgia, which are
allocated to such political subdivision.

In the same State, the State office build-
ing authority and the State hospital author-
ity are authorized to construct office
buildings and hospitals and to lease such
buildings and hospitals to the State at a
rental sufficient to pay the cost of operation
and maintenance of the bulldings and the
debt service of the bonds issued for their
construction. The credit of the State of
Georgia is, therefore, indirectly pledged for
the payment of these bonds.
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In Kentucky, the State property and build-
ing commission is authorized to issue bonds
for the purpose of constructing buildings to
be leased to State agencies, and the Eentucky
Highway Authority is authorized to issue
bonds for highway purposes payable solely
from rentals derived from leases of these
properties to the State highway department.
As the obligation of the State to pay these
rentals is a general obligation of the State of
Eentucky, it is evident that, indirectly, the
credit of the State of Eentucky is the secu-
rity for these bonds. In the State of Michi-
gan, joint city-county building authorities
are authorized to issue bonds for the purpose
of erecting public buildings to be leased to
joint governmental units, The obligation to
pay the rentals is the general obligation of
the governmental units which lease the
buildings and, therefore, indirectly the gen-
eral credit of these governmental units is
the security for the payment of the bonds,
In Pennsylvania, the general State authority,
the State public school bullding authority,
and the State highway bridge authority are
authorized to issue bonds to finance the con=
struction of bridges, tunnels, highways,
school buildings, and many other types of
public improvements, and to lease these im=
provements to the State or to political sub-
divislons at an annual rental sufficient to
provide for the payment of the bonds.

The Florida State Improvement Commis-
slon is authorized to issue obligations for the
construction of various types of public im-
provements and to lease such improvements
to the State or to any political subdivision
of the State at an annual rental sufficient
to provide for payment of the principal and
interest of the bonds.

There is attached hereto a summary state=
ment of various types of public authorities
which issue revenue bonds secured by leases,
etc.

Many obligations of this type are securities
of the very highest grade. For all practical
purposes they are the obligations of the lessee
of the improvement for which the bonds were
issued, and were it not for the fact that the
bonds are issued in the name of the lessor
rather than in the name of the lessee, they
would be eligible securities for bank under-
writing and investment. Their exclusion
from the class of eligible securities is due to
form and not to substance.

Moreover, in recent years a number of the
States have issued bonds which are not gen-
eral obligations but for the payment of which
are pledged the avails of a specific tax, such
as the gasoline tax, sales tax, tobacco tax, and
automobile license tax. The rellability and
sufficiency of these taxes over a period of
years is a matter of public record, and it is
not necessary to make a further pledge of the
general credit of the issuer in order to give
these bonds a high investment quality, For
a varlety of reasons there is a persistent trend
toward the issuance of such bonds. This
type of governmental financing was not usu-
ally resorted to in the United States as early
as the year 1933.

THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF THE GLASS-STEA=
GALL LCT OF 1833 SHOWS THAT SUCH OBLIGA=
TIONS WERE NOT INTENDED TO BE EXCLUDED
FROM BANK UNDERWRITING

The debate upon the Glass-Steagall Bank=
ing Act in the Senate clearly demonstrates
that Congress was willing to permit banks to
underwrite and invest in bonds of the States
and of their political subdivisions, with the
exception of bonds which were payable, solely,
from special assessments levled upon prop-
erty located in the portion of the subdivision
presumed to be specially benefited by the
improvement to finance which the bonds
were issued. Such bonds were not regarded
as sufficlently safe and liquid to make them
desirable securities for bank investment or
underwriting, but there is nothing in the
debate which would indicate that Congress
was of the same opinion with respect to any
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other type of public security. What Con-
gress was concerned with as to public securi-
ties was whether the securities were sound
and liquid, and not with the means provided
for their payment. Consistently with this
legislative intent of the Congress, the pro-
posed amendment would not permit bank
underwriting of bonds payable solely from
special assessments levied upon specially
benefited property.

THE INVESTMENT QUALITY OF REVENUE EONDS

Revenue bonds which banks would be
permitted to underwrite pursuant to the
proposed amendment (i. e., State and local
government obligations which quallfy for
bank investment) would be generally com-
parable in investment quality to the gen-
eral obligations of State and local govern-
ments which, under the present statutory
limitation, banks are now permitted to
underwrite.

It has been suggested by some that revenue
bonds as a class are of a generally lower in-
vestment quality than general obligation
bonds. In support of such suggestion, re-
sort is made to a comparison of the ratings
given by Moody's Investors Service to general
obligation bond issues of $5 million or over
issued over the 5-year period from 1949 to
1958 with revenue bonds issued during the
same period. Such a comparison, however,
does not accurately reflect the facts which
are pertinent to forming a reasoned and in-
telligent judgment on this point.

The lack of a Moody's Investors Service
rating of a bond issue is not evidence of poor
quality. The proportion of revenue bonds
not rated by Moody'’s is due to the fact that
most of them were very large issues. The
large unrated issues number only 2 percent
of the number of loans financed during the
years 1949-53, and emphasis on this small
number of borrowers merely distracts atten-
tion from the fact that hundreds of small
communities which borrow for improvement
of their water, gas, electric, and sewer sys-
tems need the help of their local bankers
far more than the major borrowers. Most
of the unrated construction loans of the
past 5 years have been for the construction
of toll roads, but there is another large and
growing classification of nongeneral obliga-
tions, particularly those secured by leases
payable from general fund revenues of States
and municipalities.

Further, during the period 1949 to 1953, a
very large percentage of revenue bond issues
of $5 million or over were issued for the
construction of toll highways, toll bridges,
and other construction projects. Moody's
does not ordinarily rate such bonds. A much
fairer comparison is obtained by consider-
ing the ratings given by Moody's Investors
Service to the general obligation bonds and
revenue bonds of the same issuers. Moody’s
1954 Manual lists 131 municipalities which
have issued both general obligation bonds
and revenue bonds. For 29 of these munici-
palities all revenue bonds were rated higher
than the general obligation bonds. For 79
municipalities many revenue bonds had the
same rating as general obligations, others
were given higher ratings, and a few were
given lower ratings. In only 23 municipali-
ties were the revenue bond issues all rated
lower than the general obligations. Equally
interesting is the fact that of the 178 various
purpose groups of revenue bonds rated under
the names of these 131 municipalities, 3
revenue credits are rated AAA, 47 are rated
AA, 74 are rated A, 50 are rated BAA, all
within the usually accepted standard of in-
vestment quality; and only 4 are rated BA.

This comparison refutes any suggestion
that revenue bonds, as a class, are inferior
in investment guality to general obligation
bonds. There are, of course, differences in
the investment quality of revenue bonds.
The same is true of general obligation bonds.
It is evident, however, from this comparison
of Moody’s ratings that the revenue bonds of
any issuer may have an even higher invest-
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ment quality than the general obligation

bonds of that issuer.
RELATIONSHIP TO TRUST ACCOUNTS

During more than 20 years of major par-
ticipation in the underwriting of general
obligation bonds of State and local govern-
ments, the banks have serupulously observed
sound practices with respect to the invest-
ment of trust funds in State and local gov-
ernment bonds.

Throughout the United States it iz a
fundamental principle of common law as
interpreted by the courts, that a trustee
may not benefit itself or any affiliate in
administering trust funds. In many States
this rule is specifically stated in the stat-
utes. For example, in New York State
banking law, article 3, section 100-b, there
appears this line: “But no corporate fidu-
clary shall purchase securities from itself.”
Regulation, F of the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System relating to trust
powers of national banks contains in sec-
tion 11, paragraph (a), “Funds received or
held by a national bank as fiduciary shall
not be invested in stock or obligations of,
or property acquired from, the bank or its
directors, officers or employees, or their in-
terests, or in stock or obligations of, or prop-
erty acquired from, affiliates of the bank.”

Banks which have been active in dealing
in State and local securities have followed
the rule that they will not buy bonds of
an issue underwritten by the same bank,
or an affillate, until the original distribu-
tion is completed so that the trustee bank
has no further interest in the sale of bonds
by the underwriting syndicate. As a rule,
this abstinence does no harm to a trust or
its peneficiaries since the unlisted market
for State and local securities at any given
time offers an extremely wide choice of cred-
its running 1,000 or more in number, while
any given trustee bank through its under-
writing department would ordinarily be par-
ticipating in not more than 5 percent of
the number of different credits. For ex-
ample, “The Blue List of Current Municipal
Offerings” of January 14, 1955, included
offerings of 1,028 different issuers totaling
$279,387,038 in amount.

In specific cases in which the trust de-
partment of a given bank has a special
interest in a forthcoming offering of bonds,
the underwriting department of that bank
refrains from participation. This is a mat-
ter of judgment just as in the case of any
other conflict of interest., The record shows
that In case of any conflict with customer
relations, the commercial banks always
subordinate their security sales business.

From the viewpoint of the investor, the
approval of a municipal credit by a com-
mercial bank underwriter is the greatest
possible assurance of quality; first because
the commercial bank is closely supervised
and restricted by the Comptroller of the
Currency and the Federal Reserve Board in
its own judgment of quality; and second,
because the underwriting commercial banks
follow the criterion that they will offer to
customers only those credits which they
accept as satisfactory for their own invest-
ment.

THE AMENDMENT WOULD PROMOTE THE PUBLIC
INTEREST

Amendment of the present statutory limi-
tations to permit bank underwriting of non-
general obligations issued by State and loecal
governments which qualify for investment of
their own capital funds would encourage
increased competition. Such increased com-
petition would facilitate State and local
government financing of necessary public
improvements on better terms.

It has been suggested that bank capital
is not needed in revenue bond financing. In
support of such suggestion it is sald that
there is no known instance where the lack
of available dealer capital has been respon-
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sible for the abandoning of a project by a
governmental authority,

This is not the basic point, The merits
of the need for amendment cannot be fairly
tested on the basis of whether bank capital
is essential to any particular underwriting—
the real test is whether bank participation
would enable such loan to be made more
advantageously—on better terms. The ex-
perience of States and municipalities in sell-
ing their general obligation bonds has proved
that the broadest possible competition for
such issues tends to lower financing costs.
No matter who underwrites the bonds of a
particular issue, its marketability is the
better for having had the benefit of this
broader interest. Assuming that one syndi-
cate acts in complete good faith in apprais-
ing the value of a public-bond issue; if an-
other syndicate can be organized to compete,
its members because of a different approach
or more confidence in the market, or greater
capital power, may place a higher valuation
on the issue and thus underwrite at lower
cost to the borrower.

CONCLUSION

State and municipal finance is not statie,
and it is neither logical nor reasonable to
regard as immutable congressional leglsla-
tion affecting it. The Glass-Steagall Act,
like any other law, should be constantly re-
examined by Congress in the light of chang-
ing conditions, and there has been a remark-
able change in conditions since the year 1933.
The proposed amendment does not involve
any drastic change in that act, nor any
change in its fundamental purpose. On the
contrary the proposed amendment would
carry out the original purpose of the Glase-
Steagall Act in the light of developments in
the fleld of public finance since the year
1933.

STATE, STATE AGENCY, AND LOCAL GOVERMNMENT
RevENUE Bonps ISSUED IN 1954 WHICH ARE
ACCEPTABLE FOR BANK INVESTMENT AND
WouLp Have BEEN ELIGIBLE For BAnkx Un-
DERWRITING UNDER THE PROPOSED AMEND-
MENT OF SECTION 5136

Department water and power, city of Los
Angeles, Calif., $9,000,000.

Salt River project agricultural bonds,
$5,000,000.

Cedar Rapids, Iowa, sewer revenue bonds,
$1,000,000.

Corpus Christl, Tex., water works revenue,
$2,715,000.

Glendale, Calif., electric works revenue,
$1,000,000.

Daytona Beach, Fla., water and sewer rev=
enue, $5,330,000.

Carlisle Area Joint School Authority,
Pennsylvania, $3,640,000,

Jefferson County, Ky., school revenue, §3,=
940,000.

Muncie, Ind., sewer revenue, $3,600,000.

McMinneville, Tenn., water and sewer rey=
enue, $1,000,000,

Muskogee, Okla., water works improvement
bonds, $2,000,000.

Lubbock, Tex., water works system reve
enue, £1,000,000.

Monroe, La., water and electric revenue,
$1,620,000.

Jones Beach State Parkway Authority,
$40,000,000.

Birmingham, Ala., water work board reve=
nue, $4,000,000.

State school building authority of Georgia
revenue, $32,512,000. '

Lawrence, Kans., water and sewer system
revenue, £3,000,000.

Corpus Christl, Tex., water works and sewer
revenue bonds, $8,800,000.

Tacoma, Wash., light and power revenue,
$5,000,000.

Upper Moreland School District Authority
(Pa.), $1,000,000.

Tucson water revenue, Arizona, $3,110,000.

Falls Township School District Authority
(Pa.), 3,450,000.




8922

Fort Worth, Tex., water and sewer revenue
bonds, $3,000,000.

Detroit, Mich., sewage disposal system reve=
nue bonds, $2,000,000.

Omaha public power district electric reve-
nue, Nebraska, $12,000,000.

Bloomington, Ind., water works revenue,
$1,600,000.

Austin, Tex., electric, water and sewer rev-
enue bonds, $15,000,000.

Purdue University revenue, Indiana, $10,-
250,000.

Michigan highway revenue, $10,000,000.

Cleveland, Tenn., water and sewer revenue,
$1,000,000.

New Chicago, Ind., water revenue, $1,100,-
000.
Bouth Bend, Ind., sewerage works revenue,
$17,000,000.

Lexington, N. C., natural gas system reve-
nue, $1,035,000.

Board of Regents, University of Utah,
$1,800,000.

Central Dauphin County Joint School Au-
thority (Pa.), $2,520,000.

Board of Regents of Kansas bullding reve-
nue, $2,000,000.

Portland, Maine, water district, $1,300,000.

Port of New York Authority, $20,000,000.

Atlanta water works revenue (Ga.), $2,-
200,000.

Livonia, Mich., water supply system reve-
nue, $1,500,000.

Los Angeles department of water and
power, $15,000,000.

New Jersey Turnplke Authority 3s (sec-
ond series), $27,200,000.

Bowling Green State University,
$2,350,000.

Rome, Ga., water and sewerage revenue
bonds, $1,000,000.

Ohio,

Lafayette, Ind., sewer revenue bonds,
$4,550,000.
Chicago, Ill., parking facility, revenue

bonds, $4,900,000.
Detroit, Mich., sewage disposal system
revenue, $3,722,000.
Metropolitan Utilities District, Omaha,
water revenue, $6,000,000.
Pennsylvania State Highway and Bridge
Authority, $20,000,000.
Connecticut expressway revenue and motor
fuel tax bonds, $100,000,000.
El Paso, Tex.,, water and sewer revenue,
$3,000,000.
State Teachers College Board, Indiana,
$2,856,000.
Florida State Improvement Commission
Revenue, $8,000,000.
County of Jefferson, Ky., school building
authority revenue, $1,385,000.
Jacksonville, Fla., municipal parking reve-
nue, §4,000,000.
Rockville, Md., water and sewer revenue,
$1,300,000.
Georgia State Bridge Building Authority,
$10,250,000.
Erie Sewer Authority revenue (Pennsyl-
vania), $5,300,000.
Palmyra Boro Authority sewer revenue
(Pennsylvania), $2,150,000.
Enoxville, Tenn., water revenue, $1,000,000.
Pasadena, Calif,, electric works revenue,
$6,000,000.
Saginaw, Mich., sewer revenue, $5,000,000.
Des Moines, Iowa, sewer revenue, $1,000,000.
State Board of Education, Florida, $26-
692,000.
Ban Franecisco Harbor revenue (California),
$5,600,000.
New York State Thruway Authority reve-
nue, $300,000,000.
University of Texas dormitory revenue,
- State Roads Commission of Maryland,
$1,290,000.
° Board of Water and SBewer Commission
Mobile Revenue, Alabama, $6,000,000.
Lakeland, Fla., light and water revenue,
$3,500,000.
EKokomo, Ind., sewer revenue, $1,250,000.
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General State Authorlty, Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania, $30,000,000.

Jackson, Ohio, first mortgage water works
revenue, $1,100,000.

Haverford Townshlp (Pa.) School District
Authority revenue, $3,625,000.

Granite City, Ill., sewerage bonds revenue,
$1,335,000.

North Texas Municipal Water District reve=
nue, $9,200,000.

Bradenton, Fla., utilities revenue, §2,200,-
000,
Balt Lake City Suburban District revenue,
Utah, $6,000,000.

Consumers Public Power District revenue,
Nebraska, $2,250,000.

Manitowae, Wis., electric bonds, $1,250,000.

Henderson, Ky., water and sewer revenue,
$2,100,000.

Tampa, Fla., hospital revenue, $4,500,000.

Galnesville, Fla., public improvement rev-
enue, $1,000,000.

Lower Colorado River Authority, Texas,
$27,000,000.

Puyallup, Wash., sewer revenue, $1,000,000.

Kansas City, Mo., Broadway bridge reve-
nue, $13,000,000.

State Roads Commission of Maryland, $25,-
000,000,

Elkhart, Ind., sewer revenue, $2,400,000.

Chelan County Public Utility District No.
1, Washington, $8,600,000.

St. John the Baptist Parish, La., gas and
water revenue, $1,760,000.

St. James Parish, La., water revenue, $2,-
220,000.

Department of water and power of Los An-
geles revenue, $19,600,000.

Jersey City Sewerage Authority revenue,
New Jersey, $22,000,000.

Louisville and Jefferson County Metropoli-
tan Sewer District, Eentucky, 8,000,000.

Bald Eagle Joint School Authority revenue,
Pennsylvania, $2,050,000.

West Snyder County School Authority,
Pennsylvania, $1,185,000.

Shelby, N. C., natural gas, $1,200,000.

Louisiana State Bullding Authority, $3,-
750,000.

Ohio major thoroughfare construction
bonds, series “A" (fuel tax), $30,000,000.

Clarksburg, W. Va., Water Board, first lien
water revenue, $1,776,000.

Lafayette, La., utility revenue, $3,000,000.

Wyoming Township, Mich., water revenue,
$1,000,000.

Orlando, Fla., public-improvement reve-
nue, $3,000,000.

Thomasville, Ga., gas revenue, $1,500,000.

Greenwood, 8. C., public-utility revenue,
$1,600,000.

Denton, Tex., electric revenue, $4,300,000.

Hollywood, Fla., sewer revenue, £4,150,000.

Kansas City, Mo., water revenue, $12,-
000,000,

Cleveland, ©Ohio, waterworks revenue,
$6.000,000.

Cleveland, Ohlo, electric revenue, #&5,-
000,000.

Oklahoma Planning and Resources Board,
$7,200,000.

Alexandria Sanitation Authority, Virginia,
$8,200,000.

Holland, Mich., water-supply system reve-
nue, $2,700,000.

Colorado Springs, Colo., water, electric, and
power revenue, $10,000,000.

Wheeling, W. Va., sewer revenue, $2,500,000.

Florida State Board of Edueation,
$16,542,000.

Maryland
$180,000,000.

Board of Water and Sewer Commission,
Moblile, Ala., £4,000,000.

State Public School Bullding Authority,
Pennsylvania, $23,610,000.

New York State Thruway Authority,
$50,000,000.,

Orlando Utilities Commission, Florida,
$4,000,000. :

San Jose, Callf., offstreet parking revenue,
$2,450,000.

State Road Commission,
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Loulsiana = State Building Authority,
$2,600,000.

Florida State Improvement Commission
revenue, $3,400,000.

Puerto Rico Water Resources Authority,
$12,600,000.

Department of Waterworks of Hammond,
Ind., $3,600,000.
New York

$335,000,000,
Corpus Christi, Tex., sewer-improvement
revenue, $1,365,000.
Total, $1,774,377,000.
Issues, 128.

Btate Power Authority,

DESCRIPTION OF VARIOUS PUBLIC AUTHORITIES
WHIicH IssUE REVENUE BONDS SECURED BY
LEASES, ETC,

GEORGIA STATE SCHOOL BUILDING AUTHORITY

Bonds are secured by a prior lien on ren=-
tals received from county boards of educa-
tion and governing bodies of independent
school systems within the State pursuant to
lease agreements. The rentals, payable each
September 1, are sufficient to pay interest
and retire bonds at maturity, to provide
hazard reserve for insurance, maintenance
reserve and operating funds. The State
board of education, a party of all lease agree=
ments between local units and the authority,
pays the above rentals on behalf of local
units directly to the authority.

GEORGIA STATE BRIDGE BUILDING AUTHORITY

Bonds are payable from pledge of rentals
derived from lease to State highway depart-
ment of certain bridges. Annual rentals
cover debt service and cost of operating and
malintenance costs of sald bridges.

GEORGIA STATE OFFICE BUILDING AUTHORITY

Bonds secured by prior lien on revenues
received from various State departments and
State agencies. Rentals to be charged each
lessee, $3.50 per square foot annually, sub-
ject to increase if inadequate, are payable
quarterly until October 15, 1978 or retire-
ment of bonds, whichever is later.

GEORGIA STATE HOSPITAL AUTHORITY

Bonds secured by revenues from rentals
and income received under terms of leases
to the State board of health. Lessee agrees
to pay quarterly an amount egqual to bond
requirements and reserve therefor.

STATE HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE AUTHORITY OF
PENNSYLVANIA

Bonds are secured by pledge of rentals
payable by the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania covering projects leased by the au-
thority to the Commonwealth at annual
rentals sufficient to meet the annual prin-
cipal and interest requirements.

GENERAL STATE AUTHORITY OF THE COMMON=
WEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

Bonds secured by pledge of all rentals pay-
able by State of Pennsylvania from its cur-
rent revenues under leases covering proj-
ects leased by the authority to the State,
which leases are to provide for payments
at annual rentals sufficient to meet annual
principal and interest requirements.

PENNSYLVANIA STATE PUBLIC SCHOOL BUILDING
AUTHORITY

Bonds secured by pledge of leases between
authority and certain school districts and
which the school districts are obligated to
pay out of their current revenues including
taxes and reimbursements from the State.
Eentals on all leases pledged are sufficlent
to cover 122 percent of the principal and
interest requirements on all such bonds,

MARYLAND STATE ROADS COMMISSION

Bonds are secured by an annual tax con-
sisting of such amounts as may be necessary
of—(a) the proceeds of the 2-percent excise
tax on the issuance of certificate of title for
motor vehicles, and (b) a 50-percent share
of the gasoline-tax fund allocated to the
commission.
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LOUISIANA STATE BUILDING AUTHORITY
- Btate law provides for servicing of author-
ity's bonds and prior charges from proceeds
of the 1.47-mill State ad valorem tax on all
taxable property within the State after pay-
ment of principal and interest on certain
bonds of the State.
OKELAHOMA PLANNING AND RESOURCES BOARD

Bonds are secured solely from pledge of
revenues from park system earnings as
follows:

1. Bpecified minimum lease rentals from
concessionaires or specified percentages of
lessees' gross revenues, whichever is greater.

2. Gross revenues of facilities operated di-
rectly by the State, and

3. Pledge of State to collect, to the extent
when necessary when receipts from (1) and
(2) are insufficient, admission fees to im-
proved areas of each and every State park.

DETROIT-WAYNE JOINT BUILDING AUTHORITY

Bonds payable from proceeds of fixed an-
nual rentals by the city of Detroit and by
Wayne County in amounts sufficient to pay
interest and principal.

ALABAMA AGRICULTURAL CENTER CORP.

Bonds secured by pledge of resources of
special agricultural center fund into which
are deposited rentals paid by agricultural
center board. Bonds carry an additional
pledge of amounts, if needed, from a special
agricultural fund deposited in the State
treasury.

ALABAMA BUILDING CORP.

Bonds secured by leases to varlous State
departments and agencies. Current debt
service constitutes a prior claim on rentals,
ahead of all other claims.

ALABAMA STATE DOCKS BOARD

Bonds secured by pledge of lease agree-
ments with the city of Mobile. There ia
provision for accrual and maintenance of a
reserve fund sufficient to pay principal and
interest for 24 months in advance and for
use of part of earnings under certain condi-
tions for retirement of bonds.

FLORIDA STATE BOARD OF ADMINISTRATION

Bonds issued on behalf of counties and
-special districts are secured by the unit's
distributive share of a statewide 2-cent-per-
gallon tax on gasoline and other motor fuels,
and are further secured by full faith, credit,
and taxing power of the local unit.

FLORIDA STATE ROAD DEFARTMENT

Bonds are secured by leases of the various
properties to the State of Florida. In the
majority of cases the rental obligations are
equal to aggregate debt-service requirements
on lessor bonds issued in acquisition of the
projects. All rental contracts between the
department and the various instrumentali-
ties provide for purchase by payment of the
rentals; title to vest in the State on com-
pletion of the payments.

ILLINOIS ARMORY BOARD

Bonds are secured by leases of armories
and assigned to a trustee. All renfals under
these leases are pald directly by the State
to the trustee, to be used for payment of
principal and interest.

LOUISIANA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Bonds are secured as to payment solely
by an irrevocable dedication of an amount
sufficient to pay principal and interest on
the bonds and any required reserves from
.the annual franchise tax on corporations
levied by authority of the State legislature.

MAINE SCHOOL BUILDING AUTHORITY
Bonds secured by lease agreements with
town and community school districts provid-
ing for rentals to be paid by the communi-
ties sufficient to pay principal and interest
on certain administrative expenses. Further
provision is made that if the municipality
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is delinquent in payments to the authority
the State department of education “shall
make payments to the authority in leu of
such town, city, or community school dis-
trict from any amount properly payable to
such town, city, or community school district
by said department.”

AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT, RELATING TO TOTAL DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend title IT of the Social Security
Act to provide disability-insurance ben-
efits for totally disabled individuals, to
provide benefits for the wives and minor
children of such individuals, to reduce
from 65 to 60 years the age at which
women may qualify for old-age and sur-
vivors insurance benefits, and to provide
extra credit for postponed retirement. I
ask unanimous consent that a statement,
prepared by me, relating to the bill, be
printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the statement
will be printed in the REcCORD.

The bill (8. 2293) to amend title IT of
the Social Security Act to provide dis-
ability-insurance benefits for totally dis-
abled individuals, to provide benefits for
the wives and minor children of such
individuals, to reduce from 65 to 60 years
the age at which women may qualify for
old-age and survivors insurance benefits,
and to provide extra credit for postponed
retirement, introduced by Mr. KENNEDY,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Finance.

The statement presented by Mr. KEN-
NEDY is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR EKENNEDY

I am introducing today a bill to amend
the Social Security Act by providing for a
system of flexible retirement. Specifically,
my bill would amend the old-age and sur-
vivors insurance law in three ways:

1. To lower from 65 to 60 the age at which
women—as workers, spouses, or widows—
become eligible for social security benefits.

2. To enable workers forced to retire before
age 65 due to a permanent and total disabil-
ity to become eligible immediately for retire-
ment benefits; and

3. To increase a worker's benefit ‘bj’ 2 per-
cent for every year that he postpones his re-
tirement past age 665.

FLEXIBLE RETIREMENT

Before discussing each of these parts indi-
vidually, I would like to say a word about
the age of 65 In our social security laws. Un-
der the influence of these laws 65 has become
institutionalized as the age of retirement in
industry and elsewhere. A deplorable num-
ber of industries have established compul-
sory retirement systems which require with-
drawal from the labor force at that age, no
matter how able and willing a worker might
be. Our statistical studies lump those in
the age brackets above 65 under the single
term “the aged.” Yet there is no magic in
the number 65, and to apply this single
chronological age as a standard by which all
individuals are to be measured, regardless of
their physical and mental age, is unrealistic
and impractical. Some must retire before
age 65; others should be encouraged to post=
pone their retirement to a later date.

The three amendments I am introducing
today—each of which I have proposed in
previous years—are designed to meet this
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problem. The total level premium cost for
this bill, in terms of a percentage of payroll,
is considerably less than 2 percent, an in-
crease which could be easily met once such a
bill is enacted by adjusting the present
schedule for increasing the contribution
rate.

First, we must lower the soclal security
eligibility age for women from 65 to 60, if
we are to modernize the law on the basis of
more up-to-date statistics. Both public and
private studlies have indicated that 60.1is the
retirement age for women under many of
our industrial pension and compulsory re=-
tirement plans; and women forced to retire
under such programs, or who become unem-
Ployed at that age, are generally unable to
secure new employment, particularly with
companies who establish age qualifications
for employment. As a result, these women
workers are forced to find other means of
support for the 5-year period before their
soclal-security payments will begin. Simi-
larly, such studies indicate the tendency of
American men to marry women several years
younger than themselves; and to require
women to be as old as their husbands in
order to receive a spouses benefit is thus both
unrealistic and discriminatory. The identi-
cal problem faces widows who must wait
until age 65 before becoming - eligible for
soclal security survivors benefits. Many of
them receive benefits while they have chil-
dren under the age of 18. But these benefits
end when the last child passes that age, and

-do not begin again until the widow reaches

age 65, creating a gap in their income which
appears capricious and arbitrary.

Secondly, we must enable workers forced
to leave their jobs before the age of 65 be-
cause of a permanent and total disability
to receive the retirement benefits for which
they have paid at that time. Disability—
which is included in practically every other
soclal-security program in the world, includ-
ing our own civil service, Armed Forces, vet-
erans, railroad retirement, and many of our
State and local public employees programs—
is the most serious gap in our social-security
laws today. If a worker is forced to retire
because of old age, he receives benefits. If
he loses his job before the age of 65, he gets
unemployment benefits. If he dies before
the age of 65, leaving an aged widow or de=-
pendent children, his survivors get benefits.
But if he is forced to retire before the age
of 656 because of disability, he gets nothing,
even though he has contributed to social
security since that system began.

I received a letter recently from a 60-year-

old constituent, with a wife and young

daughters, who was forced to retire because
of a back Injury. Although he had been as-
sured for nearly 20 years that the social-
security contribution deducted form his pay-
check was like savings in the bank, he now
finds himself unable to draw upon those
savings for 6 years. Like 19 out of 20 dis-
abled workers, his injury was not work con-
nected and cannot gqualify him for work-
men’s compensation. For the next 5 years,
he will be forced to rely upon what few sav-
ings he has left, and then upon the charity
of his community and friends. He needs his
social-security benefits now far more than
he would at age 656—for his children are still
growing and his medical expenses are heavy.
Ironically enough, if he had died as a result
of his injuries, his family would have re-
ceived benefits immediately—but his dis-
abllity, which adds an extra dependent and
extra expenses, brings them nothing.

For these reasons, I urged the Congress to
adopt the recommendation made in 1938 by
the Social Security Advisory Council (whose
members included the present Under Sec-
retary of the Treasury, Marion Folsom); the
1948 recommendation of the Social Security
Advisory Council appointed by the Republi-
can 80th Congress; and the 19556 recom-
mendation of the Commission on Chronic
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Tliness, in a report approved by representa-
tives of the American Medical Association,
the American Hospital Association, the
American Public Health Association, and
others, including insurance interests. Such
legislation passed the House of Representa-
tives in 1949; but was restricted by the Sen-
ate to the public assistance program, a pro-
gram which will become continually more
expensive to the taxpayers as the number of
disabled in an increasingly aged population
grows,

A program of disability insurance, as pro=-
posed in my bill, would be fairer to our dis-~
abled workers who now lack all protection;
fairer to the taxpayers who must pay for a
program that should be equally borne by the
payments of the employees and employers
themselves; and fairer to those employers
now bearing the total cost of disability pro-
visions in their pension and welfare plans.
There is, moreover, the danger that failure
to meet this problem will increase pressures
for a general reduction in the retirement age
for all persons, a proposal which, if adopted,
would deplete the soclal-security trust fund
and run counter to our social and economic
needs.

Previous objections to such a program have
been removed, first, by experience under the
other Federal disability programs mentioned
and most recently under the disability freeze
provision adopted by Congress 1 year ago.
Under this program, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, with the co-
operation of the American Medical Associa-
tion, has established a medical advisory com-
mittee to process the applications of those
permanently and totally disabled individ-
uals who wish to have their soclal-security
benefits frozen—without reduction for years
of idleness—until they reach age 65. The
freeze, of course, does not provide any income
for the disabled worker during those difficult
years before he reaches age 65.

Once his own resources are totally ex-
hausted, he may, if he wishes, seek public
asslstance or private charities; but this is
hardly designed to encourage his rehabili-
tation and decent living standards. My
amendment, building upon the medical cer-
tification provisions already in the law
under the disability freeze, would fill this
<aplorable vold.

Third, Congress should increase—by 2
percent under my bill—a worker’s benefit
for every year that he postpones retirement
past age 65. Such an amendment would
encourage a more flexible retirement age
instead of institutionalizing the age of 65;
and it would encourage those who have
reached that eligible age to stay on the job.
Those workers who postpone retirement
after age 65—who are contributing to the
fund instead of drawing from it are saving
the system money. But by doing so they
are reducing the level as well as the value
of their own ultimate benefits, in view of
census data indicating the sharp decline in
average wages after age 65. If, by providing a
slightly higher benefit, we can encourage
more workers to stay on the job at advanced
ages, we will reduce the burden on the trust
fund, or the public-assistance programs
and/or the familles of older workers’ bur-
dens which have increased sharply in the
20th century as the life span increases while
opportunities for older workers decline. The
average worker today can anticipate nearly
twice as many years in retirement as his
1900 counterpart, nonproductive years which
must be paid for from his savings or from
the savings of others. Surely it would be
wiser to utilize the skills of these older
workers—who constitute a large share of
urgently needed craftsmen and foremen—
than to force them into the lower living
standards and purchasing power of retire-
ment.
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BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSISSIPPI
RIVER AT OR NEAR ROCK ISLAND,
ILL.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill
authorizing the reconstruction, enlarge-
ment, and extension of the bridge across
the Mississippi River at or near Rock
Island, IIl. I ask unanimous consent
that the bill, together with a statement
which I have prepared, relating to the
bill, be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill and
statement will be printed in the REcorbp.

The bill (S. 2298) authorizing the re-
construction, enlargement, and exten-
sion of the bridge across the Mississippi
River at or near Rock Island, Ill., in-
troduced by Mr. DoucGLAs, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Public Works, and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the first section of
the act entitled “An act authorizing the city
of Rock Island, Ill., or its assigns, to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge
across the Mississippi River at or near Rock
Island I1l., and to a place at or near the city
of Davenport, Iowa,” approved March 18,
1938, is amended by inserting “(a)"” immedi-
ately after “That” and by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“{b) The city of Rock Island Ill., or any
State or political subdivision thereof which
may have acquired the bridge constructed
pursuant to the subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, is hereby authorized, subject to the
prior approval of the plans by the Chief of
Engineers and the Secretary of the Army, to
reconstruct and enlarge such bridge, and to
reconstruct, enlarge, and extend the ap-
proaches to such bridge including, but not
limiting the generality of the foregoing the
altering, widening, laying out, opening or
constructing of any streets, avenues, or bou-
levards within or without any municipality
deemed necessary by said city, or any State,
public agency, or political subdivision that
may take over or acquire said bridge in order
to provide adequate traffie regulations and
approach or approaches to said bridge.”

Sec. 2. Sectlon 2 of such act of March 18,
1938, is amended by inserting *(including
reconstructing, enlarging, and extending
guch bridge and its approaches)” after “and
its approaches.”

SEec. 3. Section 4 of such act of March 18,
1938, is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 4. In fixing the rates of toll to be
charged for the use of such bridge the same
shall be so adjusted as to provide a fund suf-
ficlent to pay for the reasonable cost of main-
taining, repairing, and operating the bridge
and its approaches (including the reasonable
cost of reconstructing, enlarging, and ex-
tending such bridge and its approaches) un-
der economical management, and to provide
a sinking fund sufficient to amortize the cost
of such bridge and its approaches, inciuding
reasonable interest and financing cost, as
soon as possible, under reasonable charges,
but within a period of not to exceed 30 years
from the completion of the reconstruction,
enlargement, and extension of such bridge
and its approaches as provided in subsection
(b) of the first section of this act. After a
sinking fund sufficient for such amortization
shall have been so provided, such bridge shall
thereafter be maintained and operated in ac-
cordance with such arrangement as may be
agreed upon by the city of Rock Island, Ill., or
its assigns, and the State highway depart-
ments or other appropriate agencles of the
States of Iowa and Illinols. An accurate rec-
ord of the cost of the bridge and its ap-
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proaches; the expenditures for maintaining,
repairing, and operating the same; the ex-
penditures for reconstructing, enlarging, and
extending the same; and all of the daily tolls
collected shall be avallable for the informa-
tion of all persons interested.”

The statement presented by Mr.
Doucras is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOUGLAS

The great quad-city area composed of Rock
Island, Moline, and East Moline, Ill.,, and
Davenport, Iowa, is divided by the Missis-
sippi River. More than 200,000 people reside
within this area and cross and recross the
Mississippi River in going to and from their
employment and pursuits. There is a large
volume of through traffic which goes through
these cities. In 1938 the Congress passed
legislation permitting the construction of a
bridge across this river and permitting toll
charges to pay for the bonded indebtedness.
Since that date traffic along and upon the
bridge .has increased manyfold—and par-
ticularly truck trafic—to an estimated
414,000 trucks in 1854. Other vehicular
traffic aproached 3,600,000 for 1954.

The area must meet the increased demand
now made upon it, and I am therefore intro-
ducing a bill which will amend the 1838 act
by permitting an additional widening of the
approaches to the bridge and repairs upon
the bridge to permit a free and uninterrupted
flow of traffic through this area and to pro-
vide special routes around the city of Rock
Island for the heavy truck traffic which uses
the bridge.

Sufficlent safeguards are Incorporated
within the bill to insure a reasonable toll
charge and for the proper application of the
funds received for the retirement of the
bonds and the ultimate opening of the bridge
for free usage.

PROBLEMS CONFRONTING THE
AMERICAN SUGAR PRODUCERS
(8. DOC. NO. 56)

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the statements
made yesterday on the floor of the Sen-
ate with reference to the sugar problem
be printed as a Senate document,.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have discussed this question with
the able Senator from Wyoming, and I
am informed that he has talked with the
minority leader about it. The majority
leader has no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
jection, it is so ordered.

Without ob-

AMENDMENT OF WATERSHED PRO-
TECTION AND FLOOD PREVEN-
TION ACT—CHANGE OF REFER-
ENCE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Public Works be dis-
charged from the further consideration
of the bill (S. 2188) to amend the Water-
shed Protection and Flood Prevention
Act to provide that the Federal Gov-
ernment shall pay a portion of the costs
of certain works of improvement con-
structed for purposes of water conserva=
tion, and that the bill be referred to the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. In explanation of this re-
quest, let me say, that I am informed by
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry [Mr.
EvLEnpEr] that the bill comes appro-
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priately within the jurisdiction of that
committee. I am informed by the dis=
tinguished parliamentarian that he con-
curs, and that a mistake was made in
the original reference.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Texas? The Chair hearsnone, and
it is so ordered.

GENERAL GOVERNMENT MATTERS
APPROPRIATIONS, 19566 — ADDI-
TIONAL CONFEREE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HaypEN] be
appointed an additional conferee on the
part of the Senate on the bill (H. R.
6499) making appropriations for the
Executive Office of the President and
sundry general Government agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and
for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

By Mr. CLEMENTS:

Address delivered by Senator ANDERSON,
chairman of the Jolnt Committee on Atomic
Energy, before the Interstate Oil Compact
Commission, in Denver, Colo. on June 17,
1965,

By Mr. LEHMAN:

Statements by himself and Judge Samuel
Rosenman, special counsel for the New York
Power Authority, regarding contract between
the Aluminum Company of America and
New York Power Authority.

NOTICE CONCERNING CERTAIN
NOMINATIONS BEFORE COMMIT-
TEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, the fol-
lowing nominations have been referred
to and are now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Ronald N. Davies, of North Dakota, to
be United States distriet judge for the
district of North Dakota, Vice Charles J.
Vogel, elevated.

George S. Register, of North Dakota,
to be United States district judege for the
district of North Dakota, to fill a new
position.

Notice is hereby given to all persons
interested in these nominations to file
with the committee on or before Wednes-
day, June 29, 1955, any representations
or objections in writing they may wish
to present concerning the above nomina-
tions, with a further statement whether
it is their intention to appear at any
hearing which may be scheduled.

UNITED NATIONS ATOMIC
RADIATION STUDY
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, it was
gratifying to learn from the newspapers
this morning that Ambassador Henry
Cabot Lodge announced at the United
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Nations meeting in San Francisco, on
yesterday, that at the General Assembly
meeting in September, the United States
will propose a U. N. study of the effects
of radioactivity on living things.

As some Senators may recall, on
April 13 I introduced Senate Concurrent
Resolution 22, calling for such a study.
Twenty-seven other Senators, including
eight members of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee, cosponsored that
resolution. The American Federation of
Scientists, which is strongly in favor of
such a U. N. study, also endorsed the
resolution.

Although the Senate has not yet had
an opportunity to act on the resolution,
it is good to know that the administra-
tion has decided to go ahead with such a
study. I feel that Ambassador Lodge's
announcement will do much good. How-
ever, I would still like to see the Con-
gress adopt Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 22, There then would be no pos=-
sible doubt in the minds of neutral na-
tions and our allies that the United
States was solidly behind this proposal
once again to exert our moral leadership
in world affairs.

It is my firm belief that the proposal
will give the United States an opportun-
ity to alleviate much of the fear of
nuclear devices and the suspicion of it-
self which are so common in many parts
of the world today. Although many
questions concerning the effects of radio-
activity on living things are as yet un-
answered, the work of the Atomie
Energy Commission indicates that at the
present time there is no reason for
alarm,

But since many nations, particularly
those of Asia, do not share this view, it
is entirely proper that the United States
should forthrightly declare itself in favor
of making an international study. This
is the best proof we can possibly give of
our humanitarian motives and the fact
that no nation need fear that the United
States will ever, either intentionally or
unintentionally, use its mighty atomic
power for any purpose but to defend it-
self in time of war and to advance the
welfare of mankind in time of peace.

Finally, cooperation among nations in
meeting what could some day be a seri-
ous threat to all men can, perhaps, help
pave the way to the solution of more
complex political problems. If the
Soviet Union refuses to cooperate fully
and sincerely in this matter, that will be
another indication to the entire world
of her utter disregard for the peace and
security of all mankind.

Since the text of Ambassador Lodge's
remarks is not available today at the
State Department, I ask unanimous
consent that an article from the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald of this
morning be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Unrrep StaTteEs UrcEs Farrour Data WorLp

PoorL—LopGeE Proroses U. N. INVESTIGATE

EFFECTS OF NUCLEAR TESTS oN HUMANITY

San Prawcisco, June 21.—The United
States announced here tonight it will pro-
pose that the United Nations assemble all the
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world’s avallable information on the effects
of nuclear radiation from atomic tests “so
that all nations can be satisfied that
humanity is not endangered by these tests.”

Such accumulated data, sald Henry Cabot
Lodge, Jr., American Ambassador to the U. N,,
“could set at rest unjustified fears, combat
sensational distortion in the light of truth,
and lead to humanity's learning how to deal
best with problems of atomic radiation.”

Lodge declared “the best scientific informa-
tion known to us shows that properly safe-
guarded nuclear testing, In contrast with
nuclear warfare, is not a threat to human
health.”

The United States move came on the eve
of Soviet Foreign Minister V. M. Molotov's
scheduled address to the U. N. commemora-
tive meeting here Wednesday morning.
Diplomats have reported that Molotov, in
private discussions here, has been talking
about a ban on nuclear tests.

The American proposal had been approved
in advance by Britain and several other na-
tions, including Sweden, it was learned here.
The proposal will be offered formally when
the U. N. General Assembly meets next in
September.

The United States has resisted both
domestic and foreign pressures to call off
further nuclear tests. Lodge's statement to-
night made no mention of further American
tests, but the idea of them was implicit.

Geneticists have been warning of the
danger to human life, especially of the effect
on future generations, if the world’s atmos-
phere is further loaded with radioactive fall-
out from thermonuclear explosions.

The Atomic Energy Commission, however,
regards these fears as exaggerated and Lodge
reaffirmed this attitude. The U. N. confer-
ence on peaceful uses of atomic energy, to
be held in August in Geneva, will also con-
sider the effects of radiation on humanity.

Lodge sald that while much scientific data
on the question exists and the United States
is “making intensive studies” of the problem,
such material from all nations has “not been
collated.”

Therefore, he said, the United States pro=-
posed “that these data from all countries
should be assembled so that all nations can
be satisfied that humanity is not endangered
by these tests.

“We believe that the United Nations can
perform an important service in undertaking
to bring this about. The best place to as-
semble all avallable information is the United
Nations. We think that the next General
Assembly should establish a procedure to re-
celve and assemble radiological information
collected by the various states as well as the
results of national studies of radiation effects
on human health and safety.”

Some American and foreign scientists have
suggested that the U, N. should set up a
test monitoring unit so the world would
know who was setting off explosions. Since
it is scientifically possible to detect by a
reading of the air the vital facts concern-
ing all but the smallest of nuclear tests, it is
argued that such a monitoring system would
keep the world alerted.

Both the United States and Britaln have
given advance notices of their tests. But
much of the world’s knowledge of Soviet tests
have come from scientists who have moni-
tored Russian explosions,

FREE DISTRIBUTION OF THE SALK
POLIO VACCINE

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
wish to refer to an editorial which, at
the request of the distinguished junior
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN],
was printed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC=
orp of June 17, on page 8577. The edi-
torial is entitled “Socialized Nonsense,”
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and was published in the Washington
Post and Times Herald of June 16.

Mr. President, in direct contradiction
of that editorial is an editorial entitled
“party Differences,” which was pub-~
lished in the Arizona Republic, of Phoe-
nix, Ariz., on June 18. I ask unanimous
consent to have the latter editorial print-
ed at this point in the RECORD, as a part
of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PARTY DIFFERENCES

The basic difference between Republican
and Democratic economic philosophy was
well illustrated, we believe, in this week's
congressional debate over distribution of
Salk vaccine. The Republicans, led by Presi-
dent Eisenhower, supported a bill that would
appropriate 35 million to give free polio
vaceine to every child who couldn’t afford
to pay for it. Many Democrats, led by Sen-
ator LisTer Hiur, of Alabama, supported a
bill that would appropriate 135 million to
give free polio vaccine to every child, regard-
less of whether the child’s family could pay
for it or not.

We think President Eisenhower’s plan is
the one that will be adopted. For com-
pelling as the “gimmie” philosophy may be,
we don't belleve the average Congressman
wants to use public funds to give vaccine
to those who can well afford to pay their
own physicians for the shots. Such a step
would obviously be in the direction of social-
ized medicine. It could lead to the Federal
Government’s assumption of all medical
costs, not only those of Salk vaccine shots.

While the privately run National Founda-
tion for Infantile Paralysis was administer-
ing the vaccine on a test basis, it was only
natural that the inoculations be adminis-
tered free. Now that the alm is to immu-
nize everyone under 19 years of age, the
job should be done by the Nation's doctors
on a regular, professional basis, with the
exception, of course, of those who cannot
afford to pay for the shots, They should—
and will—be taken care of.

There is another aspect of the Salk vaccine
program that requires consideration. The
United States Health Bureau has discussed
the possibility of greatly enlarging its in-
spection facilities in order to be able to
guarantee that all vaccine comes up to a
prescribed level. This is not a proper func-
tion of government. The Bureau of Health
should draw up the specifications, and should
take proper action against manufacturers
who ignore them. But it should not take
on the job of inspecting every batch of vac-
cine made, any more than the Government
should assume the task of inspecting every
pound of meat sold in the Nation to be sure
there is no violation of the pure-food laws.
Government regulation is one thing. Direct
control is another.

Government has its legitimate tasks to
perform, and they don't include giving every-
one in the country Salk inoculatlons, or in-
specting every vial of vaccine that is manu-
factured. The Republicans understand this.
The Democrats probably understand it also,
but the urge to build ever larger bureauc-
racies Is one the Democrats seem to have
great difficulty in controlling.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
there is a difference. I think the edito-
rial in the Arizona Republic shows very
clearly the difference in thinking which
exists throughout the Nation, particu-
larly between the West and the East.

I should like to read a portion of the
editorial which appeared in the Wash-
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ington Post and Times Herald, as fol-
lows:

But there 1s hardly anything subversive in
a proposal for free vaccine under which the
Government would pay private laboratories
for the material and private doctors would
continue to be pald for their services. To
call this socialized medicine is to render
that much abused term even more ridiculous
than it has already become.

I should like to comment that there
is nothing subversive about socialism.
Many groups in this country are advo-
cating it in one form or another. I do
not recognize it as being subversive. I
think we can recognize it on all hands
for what it is.

On the other hand, commenting on the
same subject, the Arizona Republic said:

Such a step would obviously be in the
direction of socialized medicine.

Because there is that difference, I took
the trouble to look up the definition of
socialized medicine in the dictionary.
In Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary
the following definition is given for “so-
cialized medicine”:

Administration by an organized group, a
state or a nation of medical and hospital
services to suit the needs of all members of
a class or classes or all members of th2 popu-
lation, deriving funds from assessments, phi-
lanthropy, or other sources. Often identified
with one particular form, state medicine
(which see).

When we look up “state medicine” in
the same dictionary, we find the follow-
ing definition:

Administration and control by the Na-
tional Government of medical and hospital
services for the whole population, medical
and hospital personnel being employed by
the government and funds ralsed by tax-
ation.

The purpose of the bill which caused
these comments, Senate bill 2147, is
stated as follows:

To provide all children an equal opportu-
nity for vaceination against poliomyelitis.

The bill does not say who is to pay
the cost, but it is to be inferred that the
United States Government would have to
do so, in order to stay within the mean-
ing of the bill,

I make these remarks at this time be-
cause it is clearly evident that there is a
misconception as to what the term “so-
cialized medicine” or “socialism™ means,
as defined in the city of Washington by
the Washington Post and Times Herald,
and in the State of Arizona by the Ari-
zona Republic.

Mr. LEHMAN subsequently said: Mr.
President, millions of people in this coun-
try are deeply concerned over the con-
fusion, the doubts, and the fears which
have been aroused because of the un-
happy situation which unfortunately has
developed during the past 2 months in
connection with the production, distri-
bution, and use of the Salk vaccine, We
still do not know where the responsi-
bility for the disappointments and the
failures with which we have been con-
fronted lies. We still have not enacted
legislation which would make this vac-
cine available to every child in the coun-
try between the ages of 1 and 19, free of
charge, without invoking a means test,
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which would be both unworkable and
socially evil.

We have failed to do many other
things which we should have done
weeks, and perhaps months, ago. On
the other hand, Canada has proceeded
in this field in a thoroughly orderly man-
ner. It has made safe vaccine available
free of charge. It has made it perfectly
clear that the distribution and the use
of vaccine does not in any way involve
socialized medicine, as charged only 2
weeks ago by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare Mrs. Hobby—a
charge which called forth an editorial in
the Washington Post and Times Herald
accurately characterizing Mrs. Hobby's
testimony as “socialized nonsense.”

The Washington Post and Times Her-
ald of June 19 carried another very
illuminating and interesting article en-
titled “How Canadians Solved the Polio
Vaccine Problem.” I believe this state-
ment should be carefully studied, not
only by Members of Congress, but by the
people of the United States generally.
They will find it most informative. I
therefore ask unanimous consent that
this article be printed in the REcorp at
this point as a part of my remarks,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD,
as follows:

How CanNADIANS SoLvEp Polio VACCINE

PROBLEM
(By Earl Ubell)

Orrawa, June 18.—Canada has met the
problem of the Salk polio vaccine with fore-
sight, readiness, and action.

But government officials who ran the pro-
gram disclaimed any special aptitudes as
they talked with this correspondent this
week,

“Touch wood,” sald Paul Martin, Minister
of Health and Welfare. “Nothing happened
to our 800,000 vaccinations. It might have
if we weren't careful. I've pounded our
sclentists with safety, safety, safety.”

“We were lucky,” sald Dr. G. D. W. Came-
ron, Deputy Minister for Health. “We dou-
ble-tested all our vaccine. We accepted
some American-made stuff which, to our
surprise, was not. We might have taken
more.”

“Please, I don't want any comparisons
made between Americans and Canadians,”
said Dr. R. D. Defries, head of the University
of Toronto's Connaught Laboratories that
made all Canadian vaccine. “We did every-
thing the Americans did, nothing more.”

It developed, however, that the Canadians
did do some things that the United States
did not do in its vaccine program. Per-
haps it is because they dealt with a total
population of 15 million instead of the 165
million in the United States.

FREE TO ALL

They distributed the vaccine free to all
children. They had 1 manufacturer instead
of 6. They made the vaccine in small, easy
to control batches. They were ready to move
in with pollo medical teams in case of a
vaccine accident. They double safety-tested
every batch. They made only 26 batches.

Probably the most important factor was
the government’s insistence on safety testing
by its new $1 million virus laboratory here
headed by Dr. Fred Nagler. It caught four
batches with live virus that had slipped by
Connaught Laboratories’ safety tests.

"We figured it out,” said Dr. Nagler, “our
double check increased our safety factor
24 fold over what had been suggested by
American regulations.” In the United States
the Government accepted manufacturers
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safety tests and spot-checked samples sub-
mitted.

The Canadian virus laboratory has a staff
of 30 working full or part time on the polio
testing program. The United States Lab-
oratory of Biologics Control had 45 persons on
its staflf as of April 30, 1955, when the Cut-
ter incident broke and when most of the
6 million shots had moved out of the com-
mercial factories.

FEWER BATCHES

The Canadian service could do the la-
borious and expensive double-testing because
the number of batches was small and it was
dealing with a single manufacturer whom it
knew intimately. The Canadians also im-
proved the test-tube tissue tests by a varia-
tion known as additional sub-culturing.

Furthermore, Connaught made its vaccine
in small batches of about 120 quarts each,
compared to the 1,600-quart batches of
American commercial manufacturers. The
mathematical probability of finding live
virus in a small batch is greater than in a
large one with a single test.

It is something like trying to fish 1 of 30
gupples out of a bathtub with a small net,
or trylng to get 1 of 5 out of a pall with the
same net,

At present, the Canadians are undecided
whether to adopt the new safety standards
established by the United States Public
Health Service. Mr. Martin sald they are
under consideration; Dr. Nagler said the
present Canadian methods may be modified.

PLANS LAID EARLY

But aside from the extra scientific precau-
tions the Canadians took, they laid their
plans for manufacture and distribution 6
months before April 12, when Dr. Thomas
Francis, Jr., brought in his report that the
vaccine was safe and up to 90 percent
effective.

In October Mr. Martin and Dr. Cameron
met with the 10 provincial health ministers.
They knew Connaught had been making live
virus to be killed in the States by commer-
cilal manufacturers for the vaccine field trial.

Rather than let the Connaught operation
lie fallow, the Governments decided to give
the university laboratory $500,000 for enough
vaccine for 750,000 children to be distributed
free. Half the cost would be borne by the
Provinces, the rest by the central ministry.

So Connaught (pronounced with the ac-
cent on the first syllable) tooled up and
made the vaccine according to the formula
set down by Dr. Jonas Salk, the developer,
and followed the provisional requirements
established by the United States Health
Service.

With the care characteristic of a uni-
versity laboratory, Connaught adhered strict-
ly to Dr. Salk’s formula. It “cooked"” the
live virus in formaldehyde an average of 9
days, although in the States commercial
manufacturers have been known to “cook”™
for 15 days.

The United States Health Service contend-
ed recently that in the hands of the manu-
facturers, the vaccine does not follow the
8alk mathematical equations. A Connaught
scientist told me that generally the process,
if carried out with precise measurement and
control, did go by the formula. Dr. Nagler,
however, showed me graphs in which there
were slight departures.

COST IS LOW

Connaught made enough vaccine for 800,-
000 children at $1.26 for a series of three
shots. The cost is expected to drop soon to
75 cents, and another laboratory at the Uni-
versity of Montreal will be in business by
autumn.

Mr. Martin sald that by the end of March
1956, 3 million Canadian children will have
received either their full or primary vaccina-
tion. This is 60 percent of children under
16. All 800,000 children in Canada’s first and
second grades have aready received two shots.
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At present the central government and
the Provinces are considering whether to
continue inoculations during the summer
when polio is at its peak, In Canada, where
there are between 2,500 and 8,500 cases a
year, the disease characteristically concen-
trates in specific Provinces.

“I don't think we'll give the first shots
during the summer,” Dr. Cameron said.
“We'll start up again in the fall with boosters
and primary vaccination.”

NOT STATE MEDICINE

Plans for the vaccination program were
made both at the October meeting and again
in January. The local and Federal minis-
ters decided to go ahead with the vaccination
even if Dr. Francis reported the vaccine as
having a low effectiveness but high safety.
They wanted to continue the scientific work.

The ministers also decided to set up flying
teams of polio specialists to follow up any
accidents from vaccination. This proved to
be a good move. One case that followed
vaccination was shown not to be polio; an-
other postvaccination case was demon-
strated to have begun before injection. “Pub-
lic hysteria was averted,” Mr. Martin said.

Mr. Martin vigorously defends his free-vac-
cine program.

“That is not State medicine,” Mr. Martin,
himself a recovered polio victim, said. “Polio
is a communicable disease, and control of
such diseases is a Government responsibil-
ity. Besides, we have in this country a long
tradition of supplying certain drugs and
vaccines free. We give streptomycin to TB
vietims."

So far, no public or medical opposition
has developed in Canada against the vaccine
program, probably because the Health and
Welfare Ministry plays such a big part in
Canadian life.

This Ministry spends $1,200,000,000 a year,
including family allowances, and it is the
biggest item next to defense in the Canadian
budget. The United States spents $2,500,-
000,000 a year, the sixth highest agency
budget.

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr.
President, I should like to make a brief
comment, supplementing what the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. LEEMAN] said
earlier today, regarding an editorial on
Secretary Hobby, which appeared in this
morning's Washington Post and Times
Herald.

As I announced the other day, before
the week is over, I shall make a major
speech on the polio vaccine question.
However, 1 thought the observations
made this morning by the Washington
Post and Times Herald were particularly
penetrating and that the editorial should
be published in the body of the REcoORD.

I do not believe this administration
should be allowed to cover up what I
think is the sad record it has made on
the polio situation. I would suggest to
Secretary Hobby and to the Surgeon
General that if they do not know the
facts which developed from an experi-
ence with a polio vaccine in 1931, they
should acquaint themselves with them.
In 1931 Dr. John Kolmer, of Temple
University, produced a polio vaccine
which did not have very desirable results.
It was vaccine, I was informed by a
prominent medical authority this morn-
ing, which made use of live virus, with
some results which certainly were un-
fortunate.

In view of that experience, it seems to
me that the American public had the
right to expect Mrs. Hobby and the Sur=
geon General to use exceptional caution
in making certain that not one batch of
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polio vaceine containing live virus would
get into the channels of commerce.

As I was advised this morning, Dr.
Kolmer’s experiment with live virus pro-
duced exactly the disastrous results
which followed the use of the Salk vac-
cine when it was not adequately tested
S0 as to prevent any live virus vaccine
from getting out of the laboratories.

I shall discuss the Kolmer experiment
later in the week, and I shall also discuss
other information which has been given
to me by medical authorities and which
leaves no room for doubt in my mind
that Mrs. Hobby and the Surgeon Gen-
eral have much to answer for in connec-
tion with inexcusable mistakes which
have been made in the antipolio pro-
gram.

TRANSPORTATION IN THE MAILS
OF LIVE SCORPIONS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S. 35) to per-
mit the transportation in the mails of
live scorpions, which were, to strike out
all after the enacting clause and insert:

That section 1716 of title 18 of the United
States Code is amended by inserting imme-
diately after the second paragraph thereof
the following new paragraph:

“The Postmaster General is authorized
and directed to permit the transmission in
the mails, under regulations to be prescribed
by him, of live scorpions which are to be
used for purposes of medical research or for
the manufacture of antivenin. Such regu-
lations shall include such provisions with
respect to the packaging of such live scor=
plons for transmission in the malils as the
Postmaster General deems necessary or ad-
visable for the protection of Post Office De-
partment personnel and of the public gen=
erally and for ease of handling by such per-
sonnel and by any individual connected with
such research or manufacture. Nothing
contained in this paragraph shall be con-
strued to authorize the transmission in the
malls of live scorpions by means of aircrafg
engaged in the carriage of passengers for
compensation or hire.”

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An act to provide for the transmission
in the mails of live scorpions.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate concur in
the House amendments.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. KNOWLAND. May I inquire of
the Senator from Arizona whether or
not the amendment of the House is
purely a technical amendment?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Let me say to
the distinguished minority leader that
the House amendment prohibits the
shipment of live scorpions by airline,
The amendment is perfectly agreeable to
me.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Texas [Mr, Jounson] to
concur in the House amendments.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF TRAVEL EXPENSE
ACT OF 1949

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
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for the present consideration of House
bill 6295, which has just come over from
the House of Representatives, in order
that it may be amended in certain par-
ticulars to correspond with a bill already
passed by the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate a bill coming over
from the House of Representatives,
which will be read.

The bill (H. R. 6295) to amend section
3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949, as
amended, to provide an increased maxi-
mum per diem allowance for subsist-
ence and travel expenses, and for other
purposes was read twice by its title.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the House bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I offer the amendments
which I send to the desk and ask to
have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments offered by the Senator from South
Carolina will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1,
line 5, after the word ‘‘thereof”, it is
proposed to strike out “$13” and insert
“$12", and on page 3, after line 18, to
add the following new section:

BSec. 4. Section 4 of said act is amended
by striking the figures 4 cents” and “7 cents"”
and inserting “6 cents" and “10 cents"”, re=-
spectively, in lieu thereof.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments
gggred by the Senator from South Caro-

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
understand that these amendments
merely restore the language contained in
a similar bill already passed by the Sen-
ate, and are for the purpose of getting
the bill into conference.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,.
That is true. The House bill, as amend-
ed, is the same as the bill already passed
by the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on the engrossment of the amend-
ments and the third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third

time.

The bill (II. R. 6295) was read the
third time and passed.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr., President, I move that the Senate
insist on its amendments, request a con-
ference thereon with the House of Rep-
resentatives, and that the Chair appoint
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Vice President appointed Mr. JoHNSTON
of South Carolina, Mr. NEeLY, and Myr.
CarrLson conferees on the part of the
Senate.

ADDRESS BY MAURINE NEUBERGER
+ AT ANNUAL MEETING OF THE LIB-

ERAL PARTY IN NEW YORK CITY

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on May
25, 1955, Oregon State Representative
Maurine Neuberger made a speech at
the annual dinner of the Liberal Party
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in New York City. I am particularly
pleased that Mrs. Neuberger, who is the
wife of the junior Senator from Oregon,
on that ocecasion paid tribute to the il-
lustrious junior Senator from New York
[Mr. Leaman] and to his qualities of
democracy, friendliness, and courage.

Mrs. Neuberger has made an excep-
tionally brilliant record in the Oregon
State Legislature. As one reads her
speech, one can well understand why she
enjoys such a very fine reputation as a
wonderful legislative leader in the State
of Oregon.

Because I would like to associate my-
self with the remarks she made, not
only with regard to the junior Senator
from New York, but also in regard to
the issues which she dealt with in her
speech, I ask unanimous consent to have
the speech printed in the body of the
RecorD as a part of my remarks.

There being no cbjection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Mayor Wagner, Governor Harriman, Lieu-
tenant Governor de Luca, and friends, it is
bound to be a disappointment to you to come
to this fine occasion expecting to hear a
United States Senator and get in his place
a lowly member of the lower house of the
Oregon Legislature. It is sort of like order-
ing rare roast beef and getting plebelan
hamburger—too well done.

I don't want you to consider me a substi-
tute for my husband, and I don't speak for
him. He is the member of the family who
has the ideas, the know-how, and s the real
politician,

However, many of the issues and problems
which are of paramount interest to you are
of equal importance to us in Oregon and to
people everywhere. In fact, I had lunch with
your own Senator LemMaN from this State
a few days ago and I was flattered when he
asked me questions about my own work in
the Oregon Legislature. I thought to my-
self, “This is the mark of a fine man, that
he is trying to show some interest in my
humble position.” But, as we talked, we
found that our experiences in working at
the State level often dovetailed. He showed
me a yearbook of some of his veto messages
and I had to laugh when I saw that the New
York Legislature had had a bill dealing with
muskrats. We had one very similar just a
few weeks ago.

1 am especlally pleased to be on the same
program with Governor Harriman, because
I have followed the Governor's defense of
Niagara Falls for all the people of New
York State rather than for private monop-
olies. That is our fight at Hells Canyon.
Cheap electricity, as a result of the great
Federal power development in our area, has
contributed to our national defense, and to
increased industry—that means our people
are earning more and paying more into the
Federal Treasury through income tax—and
to our own material comforts. I have lived
on a farm—all my girlhood. I know what
it means not to have electricity. Not until
F. D. R. and Senator Norris put through
Bonneville Dam and the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration did we have electric
lights. Can you recall what it is like to
have no electric refrigerator, to cook over a
wood stove, no hot water by merely turn-
ing a tap? Now we have all those things,
all the usual electric appliances, and elec-
tric milking machines. Our farm electric
bill runs between $6 and $8 a month,

One of my particular fields in the legisla-
ture is education. I was a teacher for many
years before I was married. During this
session we watched the National Congress
with particular interest to see what ald they
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could give to our many distressed school
districts. By distressed, I don't mean that
they are poor. They are merely suffering—
or profiting—from a 48-percent increase in
population in the last 10 years and can't
keep up with the need for school buildings.
The President’s program falls utterly to meet
our needs. Great fanfare heralded the pro-
posal, yet it added up to virtually nothing.
Even our Republican-dominated legislature
saw that the so-called Federal aid would
be of no help to us. It seemed to propose
aid to banks, rather than to schools, by
making it easler to borrow money at banker's
rates, which are higher than those we are
already using.

Dick’s criticlsm of the handling of the
Salk vaccine program has been widely re-
ported in your own papers. I join him in
criticism and in calling attention to the
contrast exemplified in the Canadian pro-
gram, We have spent a great deal of time
in Canada, gathering story material and have
observed their political system with inter-
est. We have no desire to leave the land of
our birth and allegiance and go to Canada,
but when a neighbor has “built a better
mousetrap,” so to speak, it doesn’t hurt to
take a look and see how it works. On April
12, 1955, the Minlister of National Health and
Welfare in Ottawa was able to announce a
comprehensive national program which had
been developed in advance, in contrast to our
hit-and-miss approach.

RESOURCES OF THE WEST ARE A NATIONAL
HERITAGE

There are many wonderful things to do
and see in New York, but one of the advan-
tages of living in the West s our accessibil-
ity to rugged mountain vistas and outdoor
living. Such a memorable trip was one that
Dick and I made a couple of years ago over
the Lewis and Clark Trall in the rugged
wilderness area of central Idaho. It was a
thrilling experlence to know that we were
actually walking over th: same trall that
those intrepid explorers trudged 150 years
ago. We knew where we were going, but
they didn't. Many times on that trip I
sald to myself, “It's a wonder to me that the
Oregon Country ever got discovered.” But,
as Dick has written in a story about that trip,
a lesson could be learned. Did Lewis and
Clark claim the resources of the West for all
Americans, through the eéndless years to
come, or for a handful of men to profit from
as their own property? On the timbered
summit of Lolo Pass, we were looking at
some of the same resources seen by Lewis
and Clark—although those men knew noth-
ing of the mystery of hydroelectric power
lurking in those swift moving waters that
led to the Columbia River. They couldn't
poesibly have envisioned the importance of
those vast stands of pine and fir and spruce
to our natlonal economy of this year of
1955, 160 years later, but it is-for those very
issues, among others, that my husband made
his decision to run for the United States
Senate, and I in my small way to run for
the Oregon Legislature.

I am called upon a great deal to speak
before women's groups. When I do, I make
it a point to say “I'm a politician.” They
know me as a teacher, a housewife, a writer,
and photographer. But I want them to
think of me as a politician. Many of them
have never seen one in the flesh before and
they have the picture drawn by the cartoon-
ist of &8 man with a large stomach, covered
by a plaid vest, and smoking a fat cigar.
They think of him as an ominous character.
I hope that when they see me, an average
person, they will understand that politics is
the art of government. That our delibera-
tions, either on the State or national level,
affect their daily lives. Whether they will
be able to buy colored margarine, have
adequate schools for their children, have
abundant cheap electricity, be sure of a su-
pervised plan for polio control, or even musk-
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rat control. This is the business of the poll-
tician and of the people. I am sorry that
new duties in Washington force me to leave
the active field because politics is important
and politics is fun.

FACING NEW PROBLEMS ON FOR-
EIGN POLICY—THE ROLE OF THE
UNITED NATIONS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I pre-
pared for delivery in the Senate a speech
on facing new problems on foreign policy
and the role of the United Nations.
However, I delivered the speech on Mon-
day, June 13, at the Northwest Institute
of National Relations in Portland, Oreg.
I ask unanimous consent that the speech
be printed in the body of the RECORD.

There being no cobjection, the speech
was ordered fo be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Facine NEw PrROBLEMS oN FOREIGN POLICY—
THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS

(Speech by Senator WayNE Momse before
Northwest Institute of International Rela-
tions, Monday, June 13, New Lincoln High
School Auditorium, Portland, Oreg.)

It was 10 years ago on June 26, 1945, that
the United Nations Charter was signed in
San Francisco. Ten years is not a long span
of time in history. Bu# it is long enough
to make the United Nations one-half as old
as was the League of Nations at the outbreak
of World War II. The time has come when
we might appropriately consider whether the
United Nations serves our national interest
and promotes world peace.

When the General Assembly convenes this
fall in New York, it must decide whether to
call a conference to review the United Na-
tions Charter. That will afford an oppor-
tunity to take a look backward to see where
we have been and to look ahead to see where
we are golng. It is well for us to consider
at this time what has happened to the
United Nations in its first 10 years of life,
especially with reference to the attitudes of
the American public toward it.

American attitudes toward the United
Nations have gone through three distinct
phases,

First, immediately after the war, there was
great hope for the future of the organization
and tremendous emphasis on its potentiali-
ties as a device to preserve peace. This
might be described as the period of the great
illusion—the illusion that the United Na-
tions was more than the sum of its parts—
that is, as ‘an institution, was capable of
vastly greater achievement than the member
states themselves.

The second phase was the period of great
disillusionment. It was the period when
Americans realized with a shock that the
United Natlons could not control the cold
war, that atomic weapons could not bhe
brought under international control, that
international police forces were not to be
established. It was during this period that
the World Federalists were most vigorous in
pressing their case. Some 20 State legisla-
tures adopted resolutions calling for a
strengthened United Nations, and the United
States Senate by a 64-to-4 vote adopted the
Vandenberg resolution which proposed
strengthening the United Nations in several
respects.

The third phase is the status into which
we have moved in the last few years. This
phase is characterized by generally rational
attitudes toward the United Nations. Most
Americans realize the capacities of the U. N.
as well as its limitations. They realize that
it bridges the cold war in some ways and
may serve to lessen tensions in the world.
Yet they realize that it cannot bring a defini-
tive peace in a world split by the funda-
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mental ideological conflict between democ-
racy and communism,

The period is also characterized by the
existence of fringe groups whose attitude
toward the U, N. is characterized by irra-
tionality. Strident voices of isolationism
attack the United Natlons. I propose to
direct my remarks at the attacks these
groups direct at the U. N.

One reason for recent attacks on the
United Nations is that there has been too
much emphasis on what the United Nations
has not done and not enocugh emphasis on
what it has done. Critics have resorted to
the familiar technique of the wild charge,
the unsupported allegation, the deliberate
lie. Organized groups which attack the
United Nations have created the impression
that they are far more numerous than they
are. They try to silence the rational people
in a community by the techniques of slander
and by declaring themselves the only true
patriots.

It is time for the rational people of the
community to meet these attacks head on.
Before the attacks of these groups can be
answered, however, we must understand
them. Those who attack the U. N. cannot,
of course, be put into one category. Some
of them are unreconstructed isolationists.
They still believe that all foreigners are bad
and that internationalism is something dan-
gerous. But some attack the United Nations
today because they do not like to live in a
troubled world and they are searching for a
scapegoat, someone to blame for an uneasy
peace. Strangely enough many of these peo-
ple find two scapegoats. The first is com-
munism, and the second is the United Na-
tions. Some of those opposed to continued
American participation in the United Na-
tions as presently organized blindly lump
the United Nations and communism to-
gether. They seem to believe that the United
Nations is dominated by its Communist
membership. Either the Communists must

be kicked out of the United Nations or the

United States should withdraw, they cry.

I do not believe that either of these ap-
proaches to the United Nations and to Amer-
ican participation in it are in our national
interest. Those who back these positions
promote misconceptions of all kinds. I pro-
pose to explore some of these misconceptions.
I hope that one effect of my remarks to this
group will be to encourage you to give battle
to the half-truths and distortions which are
the stock in trade of those who blindly at-
tack the United Nations.

EKOREA AND THE U. N,

First, there 1s the misconception about
Korea, The charge is made that the war in
Korea was a United Nations war and that
the U. N. dragged the United States into that
war.

The facts are just the opposite. If the war
in Korea had not been fought under United
Nations auspices, I have no doubt but what
the United States would have been required
to fight alone. Secretary of State Dulles is
on record on this point. He recently told the
Foreign Relations Committee, and I quote
him, “I believe that the vital interests of
the United States would have justified our
taking this action alone, if we had had to.”

It was United States forces in Japan that
would have been outflanked by Communist
control of South Korea. It was the United
States defense line in the Far East that
would have been breached if the war in Eorea
had moved southward. As a matter of fact,
the President of the United States, with the
tacit approvel of Congress ordered American
troops into action in Korea prior to any de-
cision by the U. N. to intervene. The fact
is not that the United Nations dragged the
United BStates into Korea, but that we
brought the United Natlons into the action
in Korea.

The second misconception about the Eo-
rean actlon is that the United States was
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operating under the guidance and direction
of Soviet officials in the United Nations.
The charge is sometimes made that an assist-
ant secretary general of the United Nations
was a Russian and in that position it is
claimed that he knew of every troop move-
ment in Korea.

The fact is, of course, that the command-
ing general of United Nations forces in
Eorea was Gen. Douglas MacArthur. He
reported to the United Nations but did not
take orders -on such matters as the move-
ment of troops or their placement. The
United Nations learned about MacArthur's
military actichs after the fact, not before.
It is true, of course, that the U, N. advised
against an attack across the Yalu River on
the grounds that it would bring Communist
China into the conflict. And interestingly
enough it was only when MacArthur ignored
this advice and his forces approached the
Yalu River, that the Chinese Communists
did enter the war. But let me answer here
and now to any implication that the Russian
Assistant Secretary General of the United
Nations was privy to military secrets of the
MacArthur command. He was not.

One final comment about Korea. It has
been repeated over and over again that the
United States provided more than 90 percent
of the casualties. That is true. But let me
remind you that this 80 percent figure does
not take into account the casualties of the
South Koreans which more than egualled the
casualties of American soldiers. Further-
more, it ignores the fact that the United
States would surely have fought alone in
Eorea had it not been for the U, N. Ambas-
sador Lodge, chief of the United States Mis=
sion to the United Nations, has remarked
that if it had not been for the help we re-
ceived in Korea, the United States would
have found it necessary to put two more
divisions of its own in the field. While
American casualties were high, they would
have been much higher without U. N. help.
Let’s never forget that fact.

1S THE U. N. DOMINATED BY THE SOVIET?

A second misconception about the United
Nations, which is promoted by those who
attack it, is that the organization is dom-
inated by the Soviet Unlon. The fact is,
however, that the United States has never
lost an important vote in the General As-
sembly, and the Soviet Union has never won
an important vote. Time after time after
time when the votes have been tallied, it is
the Soviet Union that is on the short end
of the vote. If anyone should be discour-
aged about participation in the United Na-
tions, it should be the Soviet Union. It is
the Communists who have been overwhelmed
by votes in the General Assembly and who
have had their motives exposed in debate.

COMMUNIST EMPLOYEES

A third fallacy promoted by U. N. oppo-
nents is that the Secretariat is riddled with
Communist employees, many of whom are
disloyal Americans. The fact is that more
than one-half of the employees in the In-
ternational Secretariat are Americans, and
I for one do not operate on the theory that
most Americans are disloyal.

The facts are that several years ago 17
Americans employed by the United Nations
refused to answer McCarthy-type questions
put to them by the Senate Internal Security
Subcommittee. In line with the thinking of
those days, the American public was led to
believe that each and every one of those
Americans was a Communist, The Secretary
General of the United Nations forthwith
fired these American employees despite the
fact that their only alleged wrong-doing con-
sisted of invoking the guaranty of the United
States Constitution against self-incrimina-
tion.

At the present time all Americans employed
by the United Nations are subject to a se-
curity check devised by the Department of
Justice and if any of the American employees
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of the United Nations are Communists it is
unknown to the FBI. Nevertheless, those
who seek to destroy public confidence in the
United Nations convey the impression that
the U, N. continues today to employ Com-
munists of American nationality.

U. N. A WORLD GOVERNMENT

A further misconception promoted by
enemies of the United Natlons is that it is a
world government. They allege that since
the charter is a treaty and hence the supreme
law of the land it operates in derogation of
the United States Constitution. They con=-
veniently overlook the decision of the su-
preme court of California in the Sei-Fuji
case which expressly denied that certain pro-
visions of the charter are self-executing in
character. They seek to create the impres-
glon that such conventions as the Genocide
Convention (which has been pigeonholed by
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee)
and the Human Rights Convention (which
has not even been signed) have somehow
become the law of the land. They conven-
iently ignore the fact that the General As-
sembly can only pass recommendatory reso-
lutions, that the United States can veto any
substantive proposal in the Security Council
and that no treaty can bind the United States
unless approved by a two-thirds vote of the
Benate.

THE COST OF THE U. N. AND ITS PUBLIC
ACCEFTANCE

Another misconception encouraged by anti-
U. N. forces is that it is an expensive venture
for the United States. The fact is that the
United Nations costs the United States $13
million a year. In addition we contribute
about $12 million a year to specialized agen-
cles of the United Nations. This means that
the organization costs American citizens 16
cents each per year. The price of two quarts
of gasoline.

Another impression promoted by those who
seek to destroy the U. N. is that the vast
majority of the American people are opposed
to it. But again, what are the facts? A
recent study of the University of Michigan
indicates that only 6 percent of American
adults want the United States to pull out of
the United Nations, whereas some 80 percent
believe that the U, N. and our participation
in it is good for America.

I have also detected on the part of some
critics of the United Nations the promotion
of the idea that the United Nations is an
institution conceived and promoted primarily
by the Democrats. I do not want to inject
any political overtones into these remarks,
but I desire to call your attention to the
fact that no Democrat has ever served as
chief of the United States Mission to the
United Nations. When President Truman
appointed a representative to the United
Nations, he selected Senator Warren Austin,
a stanch Republican from Vermont. When
Senator Austin resigned, his place was taken
by former Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr.,
a Republican from Massachusetts. Moreover,
I hardly need remind this audience that
probably the three most influential mem-
bers of the United States delegation to the
San Prancisco Conference were members of
the Republican Party—Senator Vandenberg,
Mr. Dulles and Mr, Stassen.

The fact is that the cause of the United
Nations has always had wide support from
Republicans and Democrats alike and that
support is likely to continue. The reason
the United Nations has had wide support in
both of our political partlies is that most
Americans are rational and objective in their
analysis of what the U, N. is and what it may
become. They are realistic in accepting the
problems and responsibilities of the United
States in the world today. They are not
frustrated at the state of the world in which
we live.

If we are to be rational In determining
whether American participation in the
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VUnited Nations 1s good for us or bad for us
we must not base our analysis upon emotion
and frustration. Instead, we must look at
the U. N. to see what it has done and what
it can do.

THE U. N. AND COLONTALISM

One of the great accomplishments of the
United Nations in the past decade which is
often overlooked is the tremendous impetus
which it has given to the creation of new
free states. Indonesia and Israel are two
good examples. Neither of these states
would be independent today were it not for
the United Nations. Libya also owes its in-
dependence to the United Nations. Many
other states such as India, Pakistan, Ceylon,
Cambodia and others probably would not be
free today had it not been for the impetus
given self-government by the very exlstence
of the United Nations.

SETTLING DISPUTES

It is hard to be objective in listing the
disputes which the United Nations has set-
tled because of the difficulty of analyzing the
specific reasons why disputes are settled.
We do know, however, that the United Na-
tions was instrumental in getting Russian
troops out of Iran, in keeping the Kashmir
dispute from being settled by force, in bring-
ing about an armistice between Israel and
the Arab states, and in the support of Greece
against Communist attack.

One trouble in getting popular under-
standing of U. N. successes in settling dis-
putes is that peaceful settlements don't
make headlines. It is the wars and crises
that capture the news.

THE U. N. AND ECONOMICS

But aside from the political operations of
the United Nations, it has also been instru-
mental in relieving starvation among the
children of the world through the Children’s
Fund and in improving the health of mil-
lions of people through the operations of the
World Health Organization,

One of the strongest antl-Communist in-
struments in the world today is the tech-
nical assistance program carried on under
United Nations auspices. This program
gives assistance to underdeveloped countries
to enable them to improve living conditions.
Experience has shown us that communism
gets its best foothold in countries where liv-
ing conditions can be exploited for political
purposes. Thus, every contribution the
United Nations makes to the improvement
of living standards serves to create condi-
tions which are the antithesis of those which
nourish communism,

I could continue in this vein to describe
some of the accomplishments of the United
Nations. But I think I have said enough
to make the point that if we are to assess
the organization in terms of whether our
participation promotes the national interest
we must look to its positive aspects as well
as to its negative aspects.

When one considers the fact that for 10
years the world has suffered from a hbitter
cold war, it Is surprising to me—indeed it is
remarkable—that the United Nations has
worked as well as it has. The Charter has
been an adaptable instrument to serve so
well in the changing world situation,

‘When the Soviet veto stymied the develop-
ment of the Security Council as an effective
deterrent to aggression, the General Assem-
bly was able to function in helping organize
international force for use in Korea. The
Assembly has now in being a Collective
Measures Committee that has worked out
an elaborate set of proposals that could be
put into effect should there be another
Korean-type attack on a free nation.

Furthermore, the Charter by authorizing
the creation of regional defense arrange-
ments inside the charter but outside the
veto, has made it possible to set up a series
of regional defense arrangements such as
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
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These organizations have in a sense filled
the vacuum resulting from the ineffective-
ness of the Security Council in organizing
international defense forces.

In addition to belng an organization
adaptable to changing world conditions the
United Nations has provided a forum for
almost daily contact between high-ranking
officials from all over the world. When one
considers that no President of the United
States has talked with the head of the So-
viet state since 1945, it is easy to see how
important it is to malintain the contacts
we have at the United Nations. It is cer-
taln that if the world 1s ever to live at
peace that peace must rest either on a mu-
tuality of tolerance or upon force. The
United Nations gives us an opportunity to
try settling by peaceful means the funda-
mental ideological conflict that splits the
world.

In concluding my remarks, I suggest to
those gathered here that you do your ut-
most to inject an element of realism in our
attitudes toward foreign policy in general
and the United Nations in particular.

There are only three possible courses of
action open to us in this world. We could
proceed on the theory that the only way of
assuring peace and freedom would be for
this Nation to dominate the world. That
course is unthinkable. It embraces the doc-
trine of praventive war and would destroy
the very peace and freedom essential to the
continued development of this Nation.

A second course would be for us system-
atically to try to isolate ourselves from
the rest of the world on the theory that
we could build America into an impene-
trable fortress. I know of no reputable mili-
tary authority, scientist, economist, or re-
sponsible Government official who thinks
this course 1s possible,

Finally, we can by persuasion, example,
and the logic and strength of our demo-
cratic Government, encourage the develop-
ment by peaceful means of the kind of world
in which man’s freedom can grow. This
course of action Involves our full-hearted
participation in the United Nations, It
means that we must work with as many
nations as possible, and not against them.

I am opposed to any breaking off con-
tact with the Communist or neutralist na-
tions of this world. I am convinced that
our form of government, our form of so-
clety, is In a sense the wave of the future.
The more we have to do with other peoples,
the more we have to do with other nations,
the greater the likelihood that the march of
man toward individual freedom will be-
come worldwide. The superiority of eco-
nomiec and political freedom of choice for
the individual constitute our greatest de-
fense weapon against communism at home
and abroad. No ideology of totalitarianism
can win the minds of men and women abroad
where the fight for freedom must be won
in the century ahead if we In the United
States through the United Nations give
support to the ideal of a system of inter-
national justice through law. Disappoint-
ments will be many, and progress may be
slow but the hope for peace offers no other
alternative. Let us hope that the Ameri-
can people will close ranks and face these
?rew problems of foreign policy with a united

ont.

HELLS CANYON DAM VERSUS IDAHO
POWER CO. DAM

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the
Idaho Farm Journal published a very in-
teresting editorial by the editor, Ed Em-
erine on the subject “What’s the Differ-
ence Between 6.69 and 2.8 Mills.” In his
comments on power costs in the Pacific
Northwest, the editor points out—and I
shall read only a sentence or two before
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I ask unanimous consent to have the en-
tire editorial printed in the REcorp as
a part of my remarks—that:

‘We have yet to have any of those who ad-
vocate Idaho Power Co.'s dam, or dams, for
Hells Canyon, come out in the open and dis-
cuss the costs as disclosed in Examiner Cos-
tello’s recommendation to the Federal Power
Commission.

The editor goes on to say:

Here is the examiner’s analysis of power
output and costs:

Three-dam plan: Total prime power, 505,-
000 kilowatts; power cost per kilowatt-hour,
6.69 mills. Total annual cost, $27,921,000.

High Hells Canyon Dam: Total prime pow=-
er, 924,000 kilowatts; power cost per kilowatt-
hour, 2.8 mills, Total annual cost, $28,-
567,000.

All of those who are seeking industry for
Idaho and eastern Oregon had better take
another look at the above figures. How will
Idaho Power Co. attract industry from the
Bonneville power area, which charges around
2 mills, when ITC would have to charge 6.69
mills. And what farmer, householder, or
businessman wants to pay more than double
just to have Idaho Power Co.?

That is a pertinent question, Mr. Presi-
dent. I ask unanimous consent to have

the entire editorial inserted in the Rec-.

orp at this point as a part of my remarks
bearing upon the issue of the Hells Can-
yon Dam.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

GuMMENTS BY THE EDITOR
(By Ed Emerine)

What's the difference between 6.69 and 2.8
mills? We have yet to have any of those
who advocate Idaho Power Co.'s dam, or
dams, for Hells Canyon, come out in the open
and discuss the costs as disclosed in Exam-
iner Costello’s recommendations to the Fed-
eral Power Commission.

Here is the examiner’s analysis of power
output and costs:

Three-dam plan: Total prime power, 505,-
000 kilowatts; power cost per kilowatt-hour,
6.69 mills. Total annual cost, $27,921,000.

High Hells Canyon Dam: Total prime pow-
er, 924,000 kilowatts; power cost per kilowatt-
hour, 2.8 mills, Total annual cost, $28,-
567,000.

All of those who are seeking industry for
Idaho and eastern Oregon had better take
another look at the above figures. How will
Idaho Power Co. attract industry from the
Bonneville power area, which charges around
2 mills, when IPC would have to charge 6.69
mills? And what farmer, householder, or
businessman wants to pay more than double
just to have Idaho Power Co.?

It’s something to think about. But we'll
bet that if you take up these facts with the
three-dam advocates, you won't get an an-
gwer. All they'll do is start charging that
the Journal is soclalistic and trying to fed-
eralize the Northwest. And they’ll say the
only way to stop this vicious trend is to get
the 6.69 mills electricity instead of 2.8.

After all, when you run out of facts to sup-
port your argument, about the only thing
left is to try to scare the people with wild
tales of socialism and loud and vicious name-
calling.

But sometimes just the whisper of truth
reaches a longer way than all this three-dam
bluster.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF HOOVER
COMMISSION THREAT TO COLUM-
BIA RIVER NAVIGATION
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,

the Hoover Commission is making so
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many assaulis upon urgent and impor-
tant functions of Government that it is
hard to keep pace with these attacks.
However, I should like to voice some brief
comments on the latest Hoover Com-
mission proposal for wrecking impera-
tive Federal services. Many of my con-
stituents join in these comments.

Mr. Hoover and his aides have recom-
mended that user charges be levied on
waterways improved with Government
funds. This would apply to water com-
merce passing through locks such as
those at Bonneville and McNary Dams
on the Columbia River, and, I presume,
to water navigation made possible by
channel deepening on such river systems
as the Missouri and the Willamette.

Superficially, Mr. President, I imagine
that the Hoover suggestions make sense
to a great many people. Why should
not barges, tugs, stern-wheelers, and
freighters pay to pass through Govern-
ment locks on great inland water routes
like the Columbia and Mississippi?

Yet, we must remember that, since the
era of George Washington, the Govern-
ment has dredged, deepened, and marked
with buoys our interior waterways.
These were the first great routes of em-
pire. It was the Missouri and then the
Columbia River system which took Lewis
and Clark westbound across the conti-
nent with our flag, 150 years ago.

Free access through Government locks
has provided a yardstick to help bring
down freight tolls on the railroads and
the big trucklines. Where there has
been water competition in the Pacific
Northwest, for example, the charges to
our farmers for transporting wheat,
orchard fruits, and general produce are
far cheaper than in areas where no water
navigation exists.

Think of what Government improve-
ments have meant in my region. In
1933, before construction of Bonneville
Dam by the Corps of Army Engineers,
only 85,715 tons of cargo passed into
the upper Columbia at Cascade Rapids.
By 1953, two decades later, this had
soared to 1,343,675 tons—an increase of
a phenomenal 1,600 percent. What had
made the difference? It was the high-
lift locks installed in Bonneville Dam,
where also vast quantities of low-cost
hydroelectric power have been generated
for the farms, homes, and factories of
our region.

Now, the Hoover Commission would
rule out such gains, by applying heavy
water-user tolls to use of the Bonneville
locks. This is done in the name of that
old Hoover cliché that those who receive
Government services should pay for
them.

How plausible this sounds, Mr. Presi-
dent. How logical it seems, Mr. Presi-
dent.

But, Mr. President, who would dare
apply this doctrine to our daily lives?
Would we say that only the people with
children in the school ages should pay
school taxes? Would we apply the cruel
and grim rule that a man with 6 chil-

.dren would pay 6 times as heavy a school

tax as a father with 1 child? Would we
exempt families with no children from
all payment of school taxes?

What a mockery this weuld make of
our educational system in America.
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Suppose a man had a fire in his house.
Would we bill him $250 the next after-
noon for turning out the hook-and-lad-
der truck to quell the fire? Is that not
what the Hoover theories mean? Those
who receive Government services should
pay for them. Why should a man whose
house is not on fire pay taxes to douse the
flames in the house of another man?

Move on to the realm of law enforce~
ment. If a family requires the protec-
tion of several policemen because the
family has been invaded by some lawless
marauder, should we bill that family
for the patrolmen’s wages? What pos-
sible good could come to a civilized so-
ciety from such a harsh and savage doc-
trine?

Yet, Mr, President, this is what might
occur if we follow through on the Hoover
doctrine that those who receive Govern-
ment services shpuld be the only people
to pay for them.,

In this connection, I ask unanimous
consent to include in the body of the
Recorp three informative articles on the
newest recommendations of the Hoover
Commission, by Alan S. Emory, who is
the Washington correspondent of a fear-
less and enlightened daily newspaper in
upstate New York, the Watertown Daily
Times.

Mr. Emory's articles were published
June 10, 11, and 12, 1955.

There being no objection, the articles
‘were ordered to be printeu in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Watertown (N. Y.) Dally Times

of June 10, 1955]

User CHARGES URGED ON UNITED STATES-AIDED
WATERWAYS—HOOVER'S AND EISENHOWER'S
GROUPS ALSO To ADVOCATE SHARING oF COSTS

(By Alan S. Emory)

WasHINGTON, June 9.—Both the Hoover
Commission and the President's Special
Committee on Water Resources will recom-
mrend user charges on federally alded water-
ways, it was learned today.

WOULD SHARE COSTS

The two reports will also advocate strongly
the sharing of costs on water projects, with
the formula depending on the community's
ability to pay, the size of the community or
State and the scope of the project.

Both features are expected to provide heat-
ed debate in the Halls of Congress.

The user charge proposal is an outgrowth
of a plan to charge tolls on waterways built
with Federal funds. This plan, originally
part of the report by the President’s Com-
mittee on Transportation, was stricken after
its premature release aroused substantial
opposition.

The first draft, favored strongly by Secre-
tary of Defense Charles E. Wilson, would have
set the tolls sufficiently high to repay the
Government for every penny it had ever in-
vested in water projects. This was later
modified.

Informed sources said the President want-
ed his Water Resources Committee report
submitted before the Hoover Commission’s
50 he would have a position from which to
comment on proposals by the independent
agency. This was the time for the trans-
portation suggestions.

But controversy has postponed the Presi-
dent’s committee project. At first it had
been requested for use in the state of the
Union address.

More recently it was presented to the
President, but he reportedly rejected it as
too vague in defining policy and demanded
a more positive statement. Under Secretary
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of the Interlor Clarence A. Davis was sup=-
posed to brief the report before the National
Rivers and Harbors Congress last week, but
he confessed that the subject of his speech
“ijs the occasion of some little embarrass-
ment.” The report wasn't ready, although
it is due soon.

The subject matter of the Hoover Com=
mission's task force report on water re-
sources—although part of the power section
has leaked out—is so closely guarded that
members slated to address the American
Soclety of Civil Engineers in St. Louils June
15 do not yet know what they can say.

W. W. Horner, St. Louis consulting engi-
neer and chairman of the flood-control task
subgroup, feels that as of now he cannot say
anything.

The Commission has set Saturday for a
meeting, at which time the St. Louils speeches
may be cleared.

Because of the complex and controversial
nature of the water resources report—release
of which has been demanded in Congress—
Chairman Herbert Hoover has not selected
the three Commissioners to draw up the
unit's final water resources report.

- - - - -

The President’s Cabinet Committee and
Adm. Ben Moreell, chairman of the water
resources task force of the Hoover Commis-
sion, have been in contact several times, and
there have been conferences between the two
stafls.

A pattern of policy will be set by the two
reports and by the water resources regula-
tions lald down by the Bureau of the Budget.

The main theme will be to get the Federal
Government out of the water business—
power, navigation, flood control, and recla-
mation—except in rare instances.

In this respect the Army engineers have
split with the top echelon in the Pentagon.
The split went so far that when the Presi-
dent’s Committee—including the Assistant
Secretaries of the Army, Interior, and Agri-
culture, plus, on occasion, representatives
from the Commerce and Health, Education,
and Welfare Departments, and the Federal
Power Commission—never called in the En-
gineers for consultation.

Beyond the waterway-user charges and
cost-sharing plans, both the President’s Com-
mittee and the Hoover Commission report
will go into:

1. Where to draw the line on activities of
the Federal Government on water projects.
For example, Amarillo, Tex., wants the United
States to provide it with a community water
supply. The reports will call for much more
State and local activity than now exists.

2. What projects are economically feasible.
Staff studies claim there are now too many
ratholes caused by eager grasping for big
projects.

The Hoover Commission has turned up
evidence of one city that demanded—and
got—a waterway just to drive down rail
rates, & subject that normally would be
handled by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission. Congressional pressure is a dis-
tinect advantage in getting Federal waterways
built, the Commission found, though many
do not pay off in benefits to the country as a
whole.

One statement that may yet prove to be
the most explosive of the whole task-force
project may be the one by Charles D. Curran,
staff director, before the rivers and harbors
CcOongress:

“The job the task force was called upon
to do,” he sald, “was one of finding the weak-
nzsses and faults in the Federal water re-
sources and power-development activities.
It was not called upon to find out and report
on the good features of the program.”
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[From the Watertown (N. ¥.) Daily Times
of June 11, 1955]

UNTTED STATES Misuses WATER RESOURCES, Is
CLAIM—HOOVER CoMMIssIoN DRAFTS REC-
OMMENDATIONs WHICH May Nor BE AP-
PROVED

(By Alan 8. Emory)

WasHINGTON, June 10.—The Hoover Com-
mission water resources task force, whose re=
port is considered the hottest on the books,
sums up its philosophy this way:

“The Federal Government has used water
resources and power development projects,
which should be undertaken exclusively for
economic purposes, to accomplish indirect
social and political ends.”

Its controversial recommendations, not ex-
pected to be released to the public until next
month, undoubtedly will be watered down
by the Commission in its report. Much of
the same thinking and policy will be re-
flected in the report of the President’s Cabi-
net Committee on Water Resources.

Among the task force recommendations
are these:

Eventual sale or disposal of Government
hydroelectric power projects to States, 10-
calities or private enterprise. This pre-
sumably would strike at the heart of the
Tennessee Valley Authority operation, al-
though former TVA Administrator David E.
Lilienthal said in a recent speech that the
long-run benefits of TVA might turn out to
result from waterway improvements, rather
than low-cost power.

Relating power rates on Federal projects to
the cost of production, with rates generally
not falling below those set by private indus-
try.

Payment by recipients of irrigation and
flood control benefits of 50 percent or more
of the benefit value.

Benefits from one phase of a proﬂec‘t-, like
power, should not be used to pay for other
phases, like irrigation and flood control.

Federal responsibility should be limited to
national defense, regulation of interstate
commerce, and preservation of the national
domain.”

In exceptional cases loans should be made
on projects where revenues would assure re-
payment in a period not to exceed 50 years.

The United States should not assume
responsibility for a project that can be dis-
charged by a State or local government or
private enterprise, except where the national
interest might be affected.

All flood control work now being done
by the soll conservation service of the
Agriculture Department should be trans-
ferred to the Army engineers.

The present Interagency Water Resources
Committee and the water resources section
of the Bureau of the Budget should be re-
constituted a Water Resources Board and
Board of Review respectively. These two
agencies would have to pass on all water
improvements, making recommendations to
Congress only if the project met tight stand-
ards. They would make periodic reports to
the President and to Congress and would
undertake regular reviews of all backlogs of
authorized works,

The task force, headed by Adm. Ben Moreell,
chairman of the board of the Jones &
Laughlin Steel Corp., said current policy
“fosters compeition among its agencies,
causes controversy, confusion, duplication,
and waste, encourages, rather than curbs,
bureaucratics ambitions.”

- L] - L] -

One observer said that the Hoover Com-
mission task force, while opposed to Govern=
ment power projects as a matter of philos-
ophy, was surprised to find those now In
existence has proved so feasible economically.

Both the commission and the task force
are headed by men who believe strongly in
& minimum amound of government competi-
tion with private business. Staffl members of
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both units say that they are run with an
iron hand. In describing Admiral Moreell's
operation, one worker said, “He got red and
rumbled once and everybody ran for cover.,"”

[From the Watertown (N. Y.) Dally Times
of June 12, 1965]

GroUP To Brast POWER PROJECTS—HOOVER
ComumissioN To CoMmE OUT WITH ATTACK ON
PRESENT, PAST, AND FUTURE PLANS—MOREELL
OrPOSES GOVERNMENT COMPETITION WITH
BusiNness—CRITICS HAVE CHARGED THAT
Task ForceE Is STaCKED WITH 26 PRIVATE-
FowER ADVOCATES

(By Alan S. Emory)
WasHINGTON, June 11.—The Hoover Com-
mission, which meets today on its water re-
sources report, is expected to come out with

& blast against Federal power projects, pres-

ent, past, and future.

NOT A SURPRISE

This will not surprise critics of the task
force, who have argued bitterly that the task
force, under Adm. Ben Moreell, chairman
of the board of the Jones & Laughlin Steel
Corp., was stacked with 26 private-power ad-
vocates.

Admiral Moreell favors getting the Govern-
ment out of competition with private busi-
ness. The man on vhe task force he listens
to most closely is J. W. Reavis, a Jones &

. Laughlin director and director of the Na-

tional City Bank, of Cleveland, the Industrial
Rayon Corp., the Hershaw Chemical Co., the
Electric Controller & Manufacturing Co., four
other firms and the Cleveland Chamber of
Commerce.

Of 10 engineers on the task force, 9 were
on the action panel of the Engineers Joint
Counecil. In 1951 this panel, headed by W,
W. Horner, of 8t. Louis, chairman of the flood
control sub-group of the task force, advo-
cated:

1. “Sale of Federal power * * * in general
* * * at the generating stations.”

2. Federal, State, and local taxation of
Federal-power projects.

8. “The Federal Government should not
engage in the production or supply of power
primarily in order to fill the power require-
ments of any community or region"—a crack
at the Tennessee Valley Authority.

4, Except where Congress specifically re-
serves authority, local enterprise should not
only be encouraged, but should have prior=
ity to make hydroelectric power development
under proper governmental control and
regulation.

5. The law should provide that States or
other local agencies may acquire hydro=-
electric power developments or transmission
lines constructed by the United States.

6. Pederal hydroelectric projects cannot
reasonably be used as measures of economic
efficlency or of propriety of costs or rates for
privately produced power,

The nine members of the council on the
Task Force are Arthur B. Roberts, chairman
of the waterpower subgroup; William D.
Shannon, another member of the subgroup;
Carey H. Brown, Jullan Hinds, Mr. Horner,
Frank H. Newmam, Jr., Malcolm Pirnie,
Royce J. Tipton, and Lacey V. Murrow.

Mr. Roberts favors private companies’ tak-
ing over control of all Government power
projects and made a report along this line
for Haskins and Sells, auditors for a number
of private firms including Electric Bond &
Share. The report also favored bus-bar
sales. The Roberts report prepared in addi-
tion for the old Hoover Commission in 1949
was criticized by four old commission mem-
bers, including Sen. GeorcE D. AIKEN, Re-
publican, Vermont, as speclal pleading for
the line taken by private utility companies.

Mr. Shannon is author of a letter to a
Beattle newspaper in which he criticized
public-power theories as soclalistic.
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Chairman of the reclamation and water-
supply sub-group is former Wyoming Gov.
L. A. Miller., He wrote a Saturday Evening
Post article on power in 1849 called The
Battle That Squandered Billions. It was
reprinted by the Edison Electric Institute
and many private companies.

Also on this panel is Harry E. Polk, former
president of the National Reclamation Asso-
ciation, which said in 1952 that *“'sales of
power from Federal developments should be
made to public and private users at the bus
bar where possible.,” In opposing the Fed-
eral Government plan for a high dam at
Hells Canyon on the Snake River in Idaho,
Mr. Polk said big industry in the Pacific
Northwest may have been seduced with the
bait of cheap power with the deliberate
intent of overloading the capacity of exist-
ing installations so that Congress would
appropriate more money to build more power
dams.

R. W. Sawyer, another member of the
power sub-group, is a former reclamation
association chief and held the same post
with the Oregon Reclamation Congress,
which was financially backed by private
utility firms.

Willlam B. Bates, of the flood-control
panel is a director of the East Texas Chamber
of Commerce, which strongly opposed the re-
nomination of Leland Olds to the Federal
Power Commission. Mr. Olds Is a strong
public power man. In September, 1953, the
chamber favored “sale to private owners of
all Government-owned property not neces-
sary for the legitimate functions of Govern-
ment.”

E. A. Eracke, accounting adviser to the
task force, is a partner of Haskins & Sells.
Carl Byoir, press relations counsel, has cli-
ents that have strongly opposed TVA. Harry
W. Morrison of the flood control unit is head
of Morrison-Enudsen, large contracting firm
that has contracts with the Idaho Power Co.,
a bidder to construct dams in opposition to
Hells Canyon.

When the Hoover Commission published a
press release on the task force it omitted
some detalls about the members.

The biographies did not say that:

Mr. Horner, as St. Louls city engineer, was
for a while Admiral Moreell's employer.

Mr. Reavis was a Jones & Laughlin direc-
tor.

James P. Growdon of the navigation sub-
group is an engineering consultant to several
utility companies.

Albert C. Mattei of the power subgroup is
one of Chalrman Hoover's closest associates.

Mr. Morrison is a frlend of Interlor Secre-
tary Douglas McEay and a former employer
of Ralph Tudor, who just quit as interior
undersecretary.

Mr. Pirnie is a trustee of the Committee
on Economical Development.

Nowhere does the press release show that
any of the task force members, with the
exception of Mr. Brown, was on the Engi-
neers Joint Counecil.

Other cutspoken Commission foes of pub-
lic power include Utah's Gov. J. Bracken Lee,
John Jirgal, Chicago utility finance special-
ist; Donald Richberg, general counsel to the
task force and former New Deal brain-
truster, and Charles L. Andrews of the power
subgroup, a Memphis cotton shipper who
says he does not support TVA.

While a few task force members are not
outright foes of public power, there is not a
public power advocate in the 26. For this
reason, the task force report, which advo-
cates Federal disposal of all TVA properties
and private enterprise construction of all
atomic energy electric power plants, will not
be a surprise—although 1t will cause lots of
heated debate.
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DISCUSSION AT THE FORTHCOMING
GENEVA CONFERENCE OF THE
STATUS OF NATIONS UNDER COM-
MUNIST CONTROL
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, has the morning business been con-

cluded?
The
BisiE in the chair).

PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Morning business
is closed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will ecall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the resolution (S. Res. 116) favor-
ing discussion at the coming Geneva
Conference of the status of nations un-
der Communist control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senate will indulge me for
a very few minutes, I should like to
make a brief statement concerning the
resolution.

Each Senator has on his desk a printed
copy of the hearings on Senate Resolu-
tion 116. He also has a copy of the reso-
lution and of the very excellent report
on the resolution by 14 members of the
Senate Foreign Rélations Committee, all
except one having been present at the
time the resolution was considered in
committee.

Mr. President, it is somewhat unusual
to have a resolution submitted in the
Senate late on Monday, to have a com-
mittee hold hearings and consider it al-
most into the evening of Tuesday, and
to have the Senate debate it on Wednes-
day. But many unusual factors sur-
round the resolution. First, it is some-
what unusual to ask unanimous consent
to consider a foreign policy resolution
between gquorum calls in the Senate
without advance notice to the Members.
Second, it is very unusual to have any
such resolution considered by the Senate
without first having obtained recom-
mendations from the Senate’s agent—
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

I hope I state the sentiment of the
membership when I say that no commit-
tee of the Senate is composed of men of
greater stature, greater intelligence,
greater devotion to duty, or greater pa-
triotism than the distinguished mem-
bers of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions on both sides of the aisle, who are
presided over by the dean of the Senate,
the very able senior Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. GEorGE]l.

Like all the members of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations who voted last
evening, I am opposed to the resolution.
I am opposed to it not because I am un-
concerned with the enslavement of free
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people who have been brought behind
the Iron Curtain; but because, in my
opinion, if the Senate does not fear-
lessly stand up and reject the reso-
lution overwhelmingly, the Senate will
no longer be a partner with the Ex-
ecutive in the conduct of foreign re-
lations. It will become the dominant
force.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Not at this
point, I shall conclude my statement,
and the junior Senator from Wisconsin
then will have ample opportunity to pre-
sent his views.

I ask the Senate not to be diverted
from the primary issue involved: Shall
the Senate in this critical hour—as our
leader goes forward to represent the
Nation in a conference with other great
nations of the world—instruct, advise,
and place that leader in a straitjacket?
I have no doubt that attempts will be
made to divert the Senate from that
main issue. But I hope the Senate will
refuse to be diverted.

For that reason, when the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin on Monday after-
noon asked the Senate for permission to
submit, out of order, the resolution, and
when the junior Senator from Wisconsin
on Monday afternoon asked the Senate
to proceed immediately to consider the
resolution, the majority leader was
forced to object. I did not object to the
sentiment, affection, and concern for en-
slaved peoples, which the resolution im-
plied. I think every Member of the Sen-
ate, on this side of the aisle and on the
other side of the aisle, has made a record
well known to this body and to the coun-
try as to his feelings in this matter.

But I felt it was my duty, as the desig-
nated representative of the majority
party, and the one who must be respon-
sible for maintaining the dignity, the
traditions, and the procedures of the
Senate, to stand up and to counsel the
Senators present not to take any action
on a resolution of this character or any
amendment to it unless an opportunity
were first given our experts in that field,
the members of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, to digest the proposal: to
evaluate it; to call in the experts from
the Department of State: to counsel with
the constitutional authority, the Presi-
dent; and then to make their recom-
mendations.

I conferred with the distinguished mi-
nority leader [Mr. EKwowranp]l. He
agreed to join with me in asking the
Committee on Foreign Relations to take
prompt action, because the junior Sena-
tor from Wisconsin had stated that he
felt he should have action by Thursday;
that he felt if the resolution were re-
ferred to the committee, prompt action
could not be obtained; that he had pre-
viously sent a similar resolution to the
committee, which the committee had
not approved.

At that time I made a statement, and I
should like to have every Member of the
Senate follow it carefully, because more
isinvolved in this matter than a desire on
the part of the Senate to express its con-
cern for the peoples of the nations who
have been brought into the Communist
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orbit. In the question before the Sen-
ate there are involved the demand made
by the junior Senator from Wisconsin
and the assurances given by the majority
leader of the Senate. I have spoken
ahout the request of the junior Senator
from Wisconsin. I said that he asked,
first, for permission to submit the reso-
lution, and second, for its immediate con-
sideration.

I see present in the Chamber the senior
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLaNnDl,
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBER-
cerl, and perhaps one or two Senators
on this side of the aisle who were present
on Monday evening. There were also
present perhaps half a dozen Senators on
the other side of the aisle.

The acting minority leader, the able
senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
TryE] supported the position of the ma-
jority leader, which was that Senators
must feel free to leave the Chamber to
go to their committees, to their States,
or to their homes, fully assured that the
word of the leadership is a bond, and that
there will be no dilly-dallying, shinnying,
or weaseling out of responsibilities.

So I pleaded with the junior Senator
from Wisconsin, to permit the resolution
to be referred to the Committee on For-
eizgn Relations, so that the recommenda-
tions of the committee could be ob-
tained—not because I wanted to bury
the resolution; not because I wanted to
sweep it under the rug; not because the
majority leader wanted to bottle it up;
but because it was sound, orderly pro-
cedure.

I said on that occasion that we must
never adopt a procedure in the Senate—
because the Senate operates, so to speak,
in a goldfish bowl—whereby action is
taken on foreign policy between quorum
calls, after sundown, and without ad-
vance notice.

I shall now quote from page 8722 of the
Recorp of Monday, June 20, 1955. Ihad
just finished saying that I hoped the res-
olution could be referred to the commit-
tee, thus following the regular procedure.
The junior Senator from Wisconsin then
asked:

How soon will that be?

I then said:
I have attempted to assure my friend from
Wisconsin that if he will give me an oppor-

tunity to make a study of the resolution—
I have been a busy man most of today—

Senators will remember that on Mon-
day the military defense appropriation
bill, with the Marine Corps amendment,
was under consideration—

I shall try to study it tonight.

I think that was almost 7 o’clock.

I shall confer with the appropriate Mem-
bers in the morning, and I shall be glad to
discuss it with the Senator further,

I ask my colleagues to listen and to
follow me carefully in this recital of
events. . I want every Member, on both
sides of the aisle, to hear this statement,
and to put himself in the position of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin or the
Senafor from Texas, because, except for
the grace of God, it might have been he.

The gquestion before the Senate today
has greater implications than merely the
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consideration of a resolution. The junior
Senator from Wisconsin was asking on
Monday evening for the consideration by
the Senate of a resolution. The major-
ity leader has responsibilities. I will say
that the Senator from Wisconsin did not
ask that the Senate vote on the resolu-
tion on Monday evening. He asked to
submit it on Monday evening, and he
would have followed that with a request
for its immediate consideration, so that
a vote could be had on the following day
or at some other appropriate time.

I have no desire to mislead the Senate,
I will say to the Senator from Wisconsin.
But I will repeat what I said to the Sen-
ate when the Senator sought to submit
the resolution late in the evening, long
after the morning hour had passed. He
wanted consideration of the resolution so
the Senate could act on it without its
going to the committee, and he said he
did not want it buried in committee. He
did not use that language, but he pointed
out that he had other resolutions in the
committee which had never seen the
licht of day. I knew what the Senator
was talking about.

I had no desire whatever, nor do I have
any desire now, as I made it clear to the
Foreign Relations Committee yesterday,
and as I make it clear to the Senate now,
to prevent the Members of this body
from expressing themselves in the
strongest language they care to use, and
by a yea-and-nay vote. I said to the
Senate:

I have no desire to keep any Senator from
expressing any view he may possess or to keep
his view from being recorded. But the reso-
lution would have a better chance of appeal-
ing to the intelligence of the Members of this
body if it followed the orderly procedure.

I want to repeat that:
I have no desire to keep any Senator from

expressing any view he may possess or to keep
his view from being recorded.

On the basis of that and other state-
ments, and the assurances of the acting
minority and the majority leaders, the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
permitted the resolution to go to the
committee.

In keeping with the letter of my state-
ment and in keeping with the spirit of
my statement, after full consultation
with the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations at his hospital room
yesterday morning, and with his knowl-
edge and with his approval, I asked the
committee to give every Senator the right
to express his views and to be recorded.
It has been said—and I do not want it
truthfully to be said of the Senator from
Texas—that Senators can maneuver and
Senators can be clever and Senators can
move that resolutions be referred to
committees for the purpose of burial.
That has never been my purpose and it
was not my purpose in this specific
instance.

When I make a statement to this body
that I have no desire to prevent any
Senator from expressing himself or being
recorded, I mean just that. I hope the
Senate will not be diverted, by any par-
liamentary tactic, from putting itself in
position where it can say “Yes” or “No”
to this resolution, just as the Foreign
Relations Committee did yesterday.

June 22

I might say that a substantial number
of the members of my party, and some
members of the other party, have dis-
cussed with me the desirability of having
an expression of the sense of the Senate,
not as to the agenda of the Geneva Con-
ference, not as to what the President
should or can or must do, but of the con-
cern of the Senate over the fate and the
future of people who have been enslaved.

For myself, I shall be glad to join with
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, the distin-
guished minority leader, the distin-
guished chairman of the minority policy
committee, members of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, or any other Mem-
bers of the Senate, in the submission of
a Senate resolution. I shall be glad to
have it referred to the appropriate com-
mittee, where it can be considered thor-
oughly—dotting all the i's and crossing
all the t's, in consultation with all the
career officers who serve the country in
the State Department, the Secretary of
State and the President. I shall be glad
to cooperate in bringing something to
this floor that will be interpreted not as
a gun at anyone’s head, but as an ex-
pression of genuine sentiment.

In my opinion, the issue before the
Senate is a very simple one. It is
whether the President of the United
States shall be sent to the Big Four Con-
ference in a straitjacket. I should like
to point out that this issue is not con-
fined merely to the present President. I
recall, with some distress, and with some
depression, that just before a certain
spokesman for this Nation went away
on one occasion to attend an important
conference, some rather critical speeches
were made about him.

I point out to the Senate that the
President is not a member of my party.
The Secretary of State is not a member
of my party. On the occasion to which
I have just referred the Secretary of
State was a member of my party. I felt
it was cruel to send that spokesman for-
ward to speak for the greatest Nation in
the world, when derogatory things were
being said about him at home. But
although the President is not a member
of my party, he is the President of my
country—the only President we have. I
think we should stop, look, and listen
before we leave any shadow of a doubt
about how the Senate feels on the par-
ticular issue now hefore us.

There were some Senators who said,
“If the resolution is tabled, or if it is
voted down, such action will be inter-
preted by the Communists as throwing
overboard all the peoples whom the
Communists have engulfed. It will also
be misunderstood by some of the mi-
nority groups in this country.”

Mr. President, the position of the
United States Senate must never be
judged on the basis of what Communist
propaganda may or may not say. The
position of the Senate must be based on
whether we are right or whether we are
wrong, and, Mr, President, it is wrong
to adopt a resolution such as that now
before the Senate. f

In our dealings with other nations,
Members on both sides of the aisle must
remember that only one man can speak
for our country. Mr. President, he can-
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not speak very clearly, and he cannot
speak very effectively, if he has a con-
gressional gag in his mouth before he
speaks.

Stripped of all its verbiage and all its
gimmicks, the adoption of the resolution
would put the President in a strait-
jacket.

If the Senate wants to express itself,
and if the Senate has any confidence in
itself and in its committees—and the
Foreign Relations Committee, as I have
said, is a very able committee, one which
is manned with a staff that is second
to none—members can sit in consulta-
tion with the President and the Secre-
tary of State, and draw upon the wealth
of experience and the wisdom of some
of the senior members of the committee,
and with such support, a resolution can
be adopted which will express the sense
of the Senate. Only last week, the Sen-
ator from Alabama, in whom I have the
greatest confidence, and for whom I have
the greatest respect, asked the majority
leader to permit him to call up for im-
mediate consideration a resolution in-
volving the distinguished Helen Keller,
and expressing the good wishes of the
Senate. I said, “That resolution can
stand the serutiny of tolerant and able
men. Submit the resolution this after-
noon. Send it to the committee tonight.
You can get it back the day after tomor-
row. The Senate operates efficiently and
expeditiously; and you can have a hear-
ing, if necessary; and you can have a
committee report on the resolution.”
That procedure was followed.

But, Mr. President, is a different pro-
cedure to be followed when we deal with
the foreign policy of our Nation? If the
Senate is in favor of dealing with foreign
policy without following the recom-
mendations of its Foreign Relations
Committee, what is to keep the House
of Representatives and its 435 Members
from doing likewise?

Mr. President, I hope no Member of
this body will be diverted. I hope all
Members of this body will understand
the basic issue in the resolution as I
understand it, namely—Shall the Senate,
on the eve of the Big Four conference,
express the sense of the Senate in such
a way as, in effect, to dictate and direct
and circumscribe the activities of our ne-
gotiators?

I wish to make it abundantly clear
that if the Senate desires to go on
record regarding the fate and future of
the nations which have been taken be-
hind the Iron Curtain, at an appropriate
time, in an appropriate manner, and
after an appropriate committee has con-
sidered such a resolution, I shall be glad
to see that the Senate has an opportu-
nity to record its position.

The junior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. McCarTHY] asked the majority
leader to have the committee consider
the resolution, and he said he wanted the
Senate to consider it. The majority
leader assured him that he had no desire
to prevent any Senator from expressing
himself or recording himself,

I hope every Member of the Senate
will help me make good that assurance.
As I assured some Senators this morning,
I now assure all Senators there has been
no dilatory move on the part of the ma-
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jority leader, nor was there any on the
past Monday. If we can vote this reso-
lution either up or down, rid our calen=-
dar of it, meet it as fearless men in a
free country trying to preserve liberty,
then, Mr. President, in the quietness of
our committee room, with the counsel of
our most experienced members, acting
with the advice of our most trusted pub-
lic servants, we can draft any statement
which a majority of that great commit-
tee deems desirable.

I wish to appeal to the membership
to support me in seeing to it that every
Senator has an opportunity fully to ex-
press himself, and in seeing to it that
every Member has a full opportunity to
be recorded on the pending resolution.
If Senators do that, Mr. President, I
assure them that I will treat each Mem-
ber just as I treated the junior Senator
from Wisconsin., He demanded prompt
action on his resolution in the committee,
and he got it. He wanted prompt action
taken on the floor of the Senate and he
shall get it. Perhaps the earliest oppor-
tunity for taking such action was on
vesterday; and I want him to get it no
later than today.

Mr. President, on the question of
agreeing to the resolution, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I wonder whether
the Senator from Texas will permit me
to make a statement at this time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Certainly.

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President, I
had not intended to make a statement
to the Senate at this point in the debate;
but, rather, I had planned to wait until
after the opening statement by the dis-
tinguished acting chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, the senior
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN],
had been made. However, in view of
the statement which has been made by
the distinguished majority leader, I think

I should make a statement at this time.

Up to a certain point, Mr. President, as
regards the procedural situation con-
fronting the Senate, I fully agree with
the majority leader. In the field of leg-
islation, except under most unusual cir-
cumstances, I think that any exceptions
to the regular procedure should be very
rare, indeed.

It seems to me that when a resolution
or proposed legislation affecting the for-
eign policy of our Government or, in-
deed, afTecting domestic policy, or even
a proposal expressing the sense of the
Senate on a particular question, is pre-
sented, the proper legislative procedure
is for such a resolution or bill or other
legislative proposal to be referred to the
appropriate committee. On that point,
the majority leader was sound; and in
my earlier discussion with him, I agreed
that that was the proper procedure, and
I was prepared to support him fully re-
garding it.

I have very carefully read and reread
the Recorp. I realize that there is al-
ways room for an honest difference of
opinion. In this great deliberative body,
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we must recognize the fact that Mem-
bers who have sincere convictions on'a
given subject may place somewhat dif-
ferent interpretations upon the facts,

I think that assurance was given to
the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCartaY] that if he would not press
for the taking of the action he request-
ed—and for which, in fact, he could not
press, because it was subject to objec-
tion; and I say quite frankly that if the
majority leader had not been in his seat
at the moment, but if the minority
leader had been here, instead, I would
have objected, even though the request
had come from my side of the aisle—
that if he would not press his request for
the taking of immediate action on the
resolution, without having it referred to
the appropriate committee, then, if it
was possible to work out the parliamen-
tary difficulty which arose late in the
afternoon, very prompt consideration
would be recommended by the majority
leader to the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee. In that recommendation he had
the full concurrence of the minority
leader.

Of course, what the committee did was
a matter subject entirely to the determi-
nation of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee itself. I do not believe there was
any statement or any implication as to
g:nat the action of the committee would

Apparently the distinguished majority
leader—and I can quite understand his
position—felt that he had made a fur-
ther commitment—perhaps an implied
one, if not a direct one—that not only
would action be taken by the commit-
tee, but that insofar as his recommen-
dation could be followed, the resolution
would be brought before the Senate it-
self, for a direct vote by the Senate.

On that point I do not differ with the
distinguished majority leader, although
I do not so interpret the language which
appears in the ReEcorp; and neither do I
so interpret the language when it is con-
sidered on the basis of the customary
procedure in the Senate.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from California
yield to me at this point?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How would
the Senator from California interpret
this language, if he received assurance
from the Senator from Texas:

I have no desire to keep any Senator—

Not any member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, but any Senator—

from expressing any view he may possess or
from keeping his view from being recorded.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Again, I do not
wish to quarrel on the basis of a differ-
ence of opinion. The Senator from
Texas made his statement. He may have
had one thing in mind. I may have mis-
interpreted his position. In this great
forum, in which we all pride ourselves
on freedom of debate, it has been cus-
tomary not to attempt to foreclose a Sen-
ator from expressing his views on any
subject. Only after the most prolonged
discussion have some of us who have had
grave doubt as to the advisability of fur-
ther discussion after a subject matter
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has been thoroughly covered been willing
to suggest parliamentary means of
bringing debate to an end. Why? Be-
cause we feel that it is important that
there be opportunity to discuss freely
and amply any subject.

1 interpret the remarks of the distin-
guished majority leader—and I think
they are subject to such interpretation—
to mean that he had no intention of
foreclosing the Senator from Wisconsin
from submitting his resolution, from dis-
cussing it on that day, if he desired to do
so, or at any other time, on the floor of
the Senate.

When the Senator from Wisconsin in-
dicated that in the past he had submitted
resolutions upon which, when referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations,
there had been no hearings, the Senator
from Texas was giving his assurance,
insofar as he could give assurance, to
the Senator from Wisconsin that he
would recommend to the committee—
and in that he was joined by the minor-
ity leader—that the committee afford a
prompt hearing, because, as the Senator
from Wisconsin pointed out, this is a
subject with respect to which he, at least,

felt that time was of the essence. The

Foreign Ministers were meeting in San
Francisco at the very time, and if the
normal committee processes had been
followed—which would not have been
unreasonable—and we had waited until
next week, the issue would have been a
moot question, so far as the Senator from
Wisconsin was concerned.

So I feel that the distinguished ma-
jority leader was giving assurances that
the Senator from Wisconsin would have
an opportunity to present his views to
the committee, that the committee
would be able to hear him in public ses-
sion, or in executive session, as the case
might be; that the committee would be
able to call representatives from the
State Department, and then would make
its decision.

Up to that point, I think the majority
leader and the minority leader have no
difference whatever. I do not wish to
labor this point, because it is water over
the dam. Personally I believe that it
would have been better procedure, after
listening to the testimony and the very
cogent reasons which were presented—
and I think they were cogent reasons—
why it was not in the best interests of our
foreign policy to have such’ a resolution
adopted at this time, to follow the normal
committee procedure.

Of course, we all recognize that we
have a deep interest in the captive
peoples behind the iron curtain. Nev-
ertheless, personally I believe that it
would have been better procedure for
the committee to do what committees
normally do, that is, to take action; and
if it did not believe the resolution should
be adopted, a motion could be made to
table it. I was prepared to support, and
did support, a motion to table the reso-
lution in the committee.

I think that would have been effective
action. The Senator from Wisconsin
would have had his day in court. The
committee itself, which is primarily
charged with foreign policy, would have
acted. The Senator from Wisconsin
would still not have been foreclosed. If
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he had desired to pursue the matter, he
could have moved to discharge the com-
mittee. But at least the question would
have been handled in consonance with
the ecustomary and normal procedure of
the Senate.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Let me finish.

After all, we live by majority govern-
ment. Sometimes our views prevail, and
sometimes we are on the short side of a
vote. One important feature of our
great American constitutional system,
which is unlike many other systems of
the world, is that we are prepared to
achieve the will of the majority in a par-
liamentary body, and support the deci-
sion with good grace. The decision of
the committee has been made. It deter-
mined to report the resolution adversely.
So discussion of the subject will be car-
ried on by the acting chairman of the
committee. I am prepared to support
the decision of the Foreign Relations
Committee in that regard, even though
I feel that the other procedure would
have been hetter.

I regret that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY]
is not present in the Chamber. He told
me that he was obliged to return to his
office. He knew that I was about to dis-
cuss this subject, and the general pro-
cedures leading up to the present situ-
ation. I know that he has a very deep
interest in this matter and a very deep
conviction and concern with respect to
the peoples behind the Iron Curtain.

Indeed, I think all 96 Members of the
United States Senate have a very deep
concern about those who, through no
fault of their own, find themselves en-
slaved by the most godless tyranny the
world has ever known. I do not want,
and I do not believe the Senate wants,
either before the Iron Curtain or behind
the Iron Curtain, to get the impression
from Communist propaganda or other-
wise, that the defeat of this resolution—
if it is the judgment of the Senate, for
the reasons presented, that it should be

. defeated—means any lack of interest in

the enslaved peoples behind the Iron
Curtain. In my judegment that would
not be the case. The record should be
clear, and every Member of the Senate
should clearly understand it.

I do not intend to take a great deal of
the time of the Senate in placing ma-
terial in the Recorp. I think the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY] was in error when he felt
that, merely because Pravda, as he
poinfed out in one of his speeches the
other day, had indicated that the Soviet
Union would not, at the meeting at the
summit, discuss the question of the peo-
ples behind the Iron Curtain, that ques-
tion could not be discussed at the sum-
mit. Certainly no Government of the
United States—and certainly not the
present Government—will permit the
Soviet Union to say, by unilateral action,
that a certain subject matter cannot be
discussed, and that, ipso facto, it cannot
be discussed. Ithink this was made very
clear by Mr. Hoover, Acting Secretary of
State, yesterday, when he said:

In the preliminary conversations that have
already taken place regarding arrangements

June 22

for the conference, It has been agreed that
each of the participants would be free to take
up any subject which it believed to be a con-
tributory cause to world tensions.

Members of the Senate will find that
statement on page 5 of the appendix, to
the testimony in public session by the
Acting Secretary of State, Mr. Herbert
Hoover, Jr.

I have been authorized by the Presi-
dent of the United States, after confer-
ring with him this morning, to state that
the question of the enslaved peoples in
the satellite countries has been and now
is of interest to him and to the executive
branch of the Government, and has heen
the subject of numerous conferences.

He further authorizes me to state to
the Senate that this question has also
been the subject of a considerable num-
ber of conversations between the Presi-
dent of the United States and the minor-
ity leader, over a considerable period of
months.

I submit that the record of President
Eisenhower, who has been in office now
for only a little more than 2 years, has
consistently shown a deep interest in
the subject matter, a deep interest in
peace with honor, a deep interest in the
subject of human freedom. I shall not
take the time of the Senate to read all
the quotations, because I am sure that
they are known to every Member of this
body on both sides of the aisle. How-
ever, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks an excerpt from the
state of the Union address delivered by
President Eisenmhower on February 2,
1953, together with a letter from Presi-
dent Eisenhower to the President of the
Senate, enclosing a draft of a proposed
resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpts
and draft of resolution were ordered to
be printed in the REcorb, as follows:

A. STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS OF PRESIDENT

EISENHOWER FEBRUARY 2, 1053
3 [Excerpt ]

Third. Our policy, dedicated to making the
free world secure, will envision all peaceful
methods and devices—except breaking faith
with our friends. We shall never acquilesce
in the enslavement of any people in order
to purchase fancied gain for ourselves. I
shall ask the Congress at a later date to
joln in an appropriate resolution making
clear that this Government recognizes no
kind of commitment contained in secret un-
derstandings of the past with foreign gov-
ernments which permit this kind of enslave-
ment.

B. LeTTER FroMm PRESIDENT EISENHOWER TO
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE INCLUDING A
DrAFT OF THE PROPOSED RESOLUTION

FEBRUARY 20, 1953.

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: In my message to
Congress of February 2, 1958, I stated that I
would ask the Congress at a later date to
join in an appropriate resolution, making
clear that we would never acquiesce in the
enslavement of any people in order to pur-
chase fancied gain for ourselves, and that
we would not feel that any past agreements
committed us to any such enslavement.

In pursuance of that portion of the mes-
sage to Congress, I now have the honor to
inform you that I am concurrently informing
the Speaker of the House that I invite the
concurrence of the two branches of the Con-

*H. Doc. 75, 83d Cong., p. 2.
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gress in a declaration, in which I would join
as President, which would:

(1) Refer to World War II international
agreements or understandings concerning
other peoples;

(2) Point out that the leaders of the So-
viet Communist Party who now control Rus-
gia, in violation of the clear intent of these
agreements or understandings, subjected
whole nations concerned to the domination
of a totalitarian imperialism;

(3) Point out that such forceful absorp-
tion of free peoples into an aggressive des-
potism increases the threat against the se-
curity of all remaining free peoples, includ-
ing our own;

(4) State that the people of the United
States, true to their tradition and heritage
of freedom, have never acquiesced in such
enslavement of any peoples;

(5) Point out that it is appropriate that
the Congress should join with the President
to give expression to the desires and hopes
of the American people;

(68) Conclude with a declaration that the
Benate and the House join with the Presi-
dent in declaring that the United States
rejects any Iinterpretations or applications
of any international agreements or under-
standings, made during the course of World
War II, which have been perverted to bring
about the subjugation of free peoples, and
further join in proclaiming the hope that the
peoples, who have been subjected to the
captivity of Soviet despotism, shall again en-
joy the right of self-determination within a
frame-work which will sustain the peace;
that they shall again have the right to choose
the form of government under which they
will live, and that sovereign rights of self-
government shall be restcred to them all in
accordance with the pledge of the Atlantic
Charter.

I am enclosing a form of draft resolution,
which, in my opinion, carries out the pur-
poses outlined above, and in which I am
prepared to concur.

Sincerely,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER,

DRrAFT RESOLUTION

Whereas during World War II, representa-
tives of the United States, during the course
of secret conferences, entered into various
international agreements or understandings
concerning other peoples; and

Whereas the leaders of the Soviet Com-
munist Party, who now control Russia, have,
in violation of the clear intent of these
agreements or understandings, subjected the
peoples concerned, including whole natlons,
to the domination of a totalitarian imperial-
ism; and

‘Whereas such forcible absorption of free
peoples into an aggressive despotism in-
creases the threat against the security of all
remaining free peoples including our own;
and

‘Whereas the people of the United States,
true to their tradition and heritage of free-
dom, are never acquiescent in such enslave-
ment of any peoples; and

‘Whereas it is appropriate that the Con-
gress join with the President in giving ex-
pression to the desires and hopes of the
people of the United States: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate and House con-
curring,

Join with the President in declaring that
the United States rejects any interpreta-
tions or applications of any international
agreements or understandings, made during
the course of World War II, which have been
perverted to bring about the subjugation of
free peoples, and further

Join in proclaiming the hope that the
peoples who have been subjected to the cap-
tivity of Soviet despotism shall again enjoy
the right of self-determination within a
framework which will sustain the peace;
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that they shall again have the right to choose.

the form of government under which they
will live, and that sovereign rights of self-
government shall be restored to them all in
accordance with the pledge of the Atlantic
Charter.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I

next call to the attention of the Senate.

a paragraph in the message which the
President of the United States sent to
the members of the United Nations Com-
mission on Human Rights at the opening
of its session on April 7, 1953, in Geneva.
I read the pertinent paragraph in the
message:

Unfortunately, in too many areas of the
world today there is subjugation of peoples
by totalitarian governments which have no
respect for the dignity of the human person.
This denial of the freedom of peoples, the
continued disregard of human rights, is a
basic cause of instability and discontent in
the world today.

Mr. President, that fits in very closely
and very fully with what the Acting Sec-
retary of State said, that no subject is
foreclosed from discussion at the meet-
ing at the summit.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this
point the text of a message which the
President of the United States sent to
Chancellor Conrad Adenauer, as released
by the State Department cn June 26,
1953.

There being no objection, the message
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

1 have received with deep interest and
sympathy your message of June 21. The
latest events in East Berlin and Eastern
Germany have stirred the hearts and hopes
of people everywhere. This inspiring show
of courage has reaffirmed our belief that
years of oppression and attempted indoc-
trination cannot extingulsh the spirit of
freedom behind the Iron Curtain. It seems
clear that the repercussions of these events
will be felt throughout the Soviet satellite
empire,

The United States Government is con-
vinced that a way can and must be found
to satisfy the justified aspirations of the
German people for freedom and unity, and
for the restoration of fundamental human
rights in all parts of Germany. It is for the
attalnment of these purposes that the Gov-
ernment you head and the United States
Government have been earnestly striving to-
gether. Although the Communists may be
forced, as a result of these powerful dem-
onstrations in East Germany to moderate
their current policies, it seems clear that
the safety and future of the people of East-
ern Germany can only be assured when that
region is unified with Western Germany on
the basis of free elections, as we urged the
Soviets to agree to in the notes of Sep-
tember 23, 1952, dispatched by the Ameri-
can, British, and French Governments, It
is still our conviction that this represents
the only realistic road to German unity,
and I assure you that my Government will
continue to strive for this goal.

In their hours of trial and sacrifice, I
trust that the people of Eastern Germany
will know that their call for freedom has
been heard around the world.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the Recorp at this point a
paragraph from the speech of the Presi-
dent of the United States at the Sixth
National Assembly of the United Church
Women, National Council of Churches
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of Christ, on October 6, 1953, which deals
with the subject matter under discussion.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

The mysteries of the atom are known to
Russia. Russia's hostility to free govern-
ment—and to the religious faith on which
free government is built—is too well known
to require recital here. It is enough for
us to know that even before Russia had this
awesome Kknowledge, she by force gained
domination over 600 million peoples of the
earth. She surrounded them with an Iron
Curtain that ls an effective obstacle to all
intellectual, economic, and spiritual inter-
course between the free world and the en-
slaved world. Now, of these two worlds, the
one is compelled by its purpose of world dom-
ination, the other by its unbreakable will
to preserve its freedom and security to de-
vote these latest discoveries of science to
increasing its stockpiles of destructive
armaments.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorp the text of
the letter written by the President of the
United States to one of the leaders of
free Polish groups relative to the tyranny
which exists within the confines of Com-
munist Poland.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Tne Waite House.—The White House to-
day made public the following letter from
the President to the Honorable CLEMENT J.
ZABLOCKI:

“Dear MR. ZaBrockl: I have your letter of
October 14 regarding the action taken re-
cently against s courageous leader of his
church, Stefan Cardinal Wyszynski, Primate
of Poland. The arrest and internment of
Cardinal Wyszynski 1is profoundly dis=
couraging to those of us who lock for signs
of Communist willingness to respect basic
human rights of freedom of thought and
consclence. Without evidence of such
willingness, it is difficult to believe that the
Communist governments intend to honor
agreements which might be reached to re-
duce world tensions. You may recall that I
spoke of this in connection with the arrest
of Cardinal Wyszynskl at my news confer=
ence of September 30.

“The calculated repression of all religious
organization in the Communist states makes
it apparent that wherever Communists are
in position to use force and viclence, they
will do so in an effort to win domination not
only over the body and mind of man, but over
his soul as well. I share very strongly the
conviction which was expressed in the con-
demnation of the action against Cardinal
Wyszynski issued by the Department of
State on September 30, that the religious
spirit of man will never be subdued or ex=-
tinguished, and that it will remain a sus-
taining force in Poland during the present
tragic suffering of the Polish people. It is
my intention that this Government con-
tinue to take all appropriate steps to see to
it that Communist violations of the inalien-
able rights of man under God do not go
unopposed, and that they are effectively, ex-
posed in every forum.

“Sincerely,
“DwIGHT D. EISENHOWER.”

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
next call to the attention of the Senate
a paragraph from the informal address
of the President of the United States in
a radio broadcast on April 5, 1954, when
the President said:

Moreover, there is a growing understand-
ing in the world, of the decency and justice
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of the American position in opposing the
slavery of any nation. We do not believe
that any nation, no matter how great, has a
right to take another people and subject
them to its rule. We belleve that every na-
tion has a right to live its own life. Every
bit of ald we give, every cooperative effort
we undertake, is all based upon the theory
that it is cooperation among equals.

Mr. President, I next call to the atten-
tion of the Members of the Senate an ex-
cerpt from the speech delivered by the
President of the United States at the
Columbia University national bicen-
tennial dinner at the Waldorf-Astoria
Hotel in New York City, on May 31, 1954,
in which the President discussed the im-
portance of negotiations in Germany for
the unification of Germany and the free-
ing of the peoples behind the Iron Cur-
tain in Eastern Germany. The Presi-
dent on that occasion said:

Negotiations to unify Germany have been,
for the time being, at least, nullified by
Soviet demands for a satellite climate in
that country. With respect to Austria, the
United States, Great Britain and France
agreed to accept State Treaty terms which up
to that moment had been acceptable to the
Soviet Union. But once this acceptance was
announced, the Soviet Union immediately
invented new conditions which would enable
it, for an indefinite period, to keep military
occupation in Austria. 2

To such a plan we could not agree. Far
better, this administration believes, that we
end the discussion with the issue still un-
resolved than to compromise a principle or
to accept an agreement whose price might
be exacted In blood years hence.

I now call attention to an excerpt from
an address delivered by the President at
the American Newspaper Publishers
Association dinner in New York City on
April 22, 1954, The President said:

We cannot hope with a few speeches, a
few conferences, a few agreements, to achieve
the most difficult of all human goals—a co-
operative peace for all mankind. Hear me,
I say, my friends, that your representatives
in the diplomatic world have no other
thought or no other purpose than that which
I have just stated: the achievement of a co-
operative peace among the free nations and
eventually to enlarge that by appealing to
the commonsense, representing the facts of
the world as they are today to all others, so
that even the iron wall must crumble and
all men can join together.

I call attention also to the remarks
made by the President of the United
States on May 31, 1954, at the Columbia
University national bicentennial dinner,
from which I have already read another
excerpt. On that occasion the Presi-
dent also said:

In this situation, we, the American people,
stand committed to two far-reaching pol-
icies:

First and foremost, we are dedicated to
the building of a cooperative peace, based
upon truth, justice, and fairness.

Second, to pursue this purpose effectively,
we seek the strengthening of America—and
her friends—in love of liberty, in knowledge
and comprehension, in a dependable pros-
perity widely shared, and in a military pos-
ture adequate for security.

In these two policles, there is no lota of
aggression, no intent to exploit others or to
deny them their rightful place and space in
the world. This consideration of others—
this dedication to a world filled with peace-
ful, self-respecting nations—finds its only
opposition in militant totalitarlanism.
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I next call the attention of the Senate
to the speech of the President of the
United States at the American Legion
convention in Washington, D. C., on
M;:lnday, August 30, 1954, in which he
said:

A third truth is this: The safety of any
single nation in the free world depends di-
rectly upon the substantial unity of all na-
tions in the free world. No nation outside
the Iron Curtain can afford to be indifferent
to the fate of any other nation devoted to
freedom.

In the President's state of the Union
message in January 1955, the President
had this to say:

It is of the utmost importance, then, that
each of us understand the true nature of the
world struggle now taking place.

It is not a struggle merely of economic
theories, or of forms of government, or of
military power. The issue is the true nature
of man. Either man is the creature whom
the Psalmist describes as a “little lower than
the angels,” crowned with glory and honor,
holding- “dominion over the works"” of his
Creator; or, man is a soulless, animated ma-

‘chine to be enslaved, used and consumed

by the state for its own glorification.

It is, therefore, a struggle which goes to
the roots of the human spirit, and its shadow
falls across the long sweep of man's destiny.
This prize, so precious, so fraught with ulti-
mate meaning, is the true object of the con-
tending forces in the world.

In the past year, there has been progress
justifying hope for the ultimate rule of free-
dom and justice in the world. Free nations
are collectively stronger than at any time in
recent years.

In a message delivered by the Presi-
dent of the United States in a closed cir-
cuit television to 35 meetings through-
out the Nation in support of the cam-
paign for Radio Free Europe, under the
auspices of the American Heritage Foun-
dation, the President said:

While we maintain our vigilance at home
and abroad, we must help intensify the will
for freedom in the satellite countries behind
the iron curtain. These countries are in the

. Soviet backyard; and only so long as their

people are reminded that the outside world
has not forgotten them—only that long do
they remain as potential deterrents to Soviet
aggression.

The great majority of the 70 million eap-

. tives in these satellite countries have known

liberty in the past. They now need our con-
stant friendship and help if they are to
believe in their future.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an excerpt from the remarks
which the President of the United States
made at the 10th anniversary meeting
of the United Nations at San Francisco
on June 20, 1955, be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,

_as follows:

Within a month there will be a Four
Power Conference of heads of government.
Whether or not we shall then reach the
initial decisions that will start dismantling
the terrible apparatus of fear and mistrust
and weapons erected since the end of World
War II, I do not know.

The basis for success Is simply put: It
is that every individual at that meeting be
loyal to the spirit of the United Nations
and dedicated to the principles of its charter.

I can solemnly pledge to you here—and
to all the men and women of the world who
may hear or read my words—that those who
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represent the United States will strive to be
thus loyal, thus dedicated. For us of the
United States there is no alternative, be-
cause our devotion to the United Nations
Charter is the outgrowth of a faith deeply
rooted in our cultural, political, spiritual
traditions.

Woven into the charter is the bellef of its
authors—

That man—a physical, intellectual, and
spiritual being—has individual rights, di-
¥inely bestowed, limited only by the obli-
gation to avoid infringement upon the equal
rights of others;

That justice, decency, and liberty, In an
orderly soclety, are concepts which have
raised men above the beasts of the field: to
deny any person the opportunity to live
under their shelter is a crime against all
humanity.

Our Republic was born, grew, stands firm
today in a similar bellef.

The charter assumes that every people has
the inherent right to the kind of govern-
ment under which it chooses to live and the
‘right to select in full freedom the individuals
who conduct that government.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp at this point, the exchange
of communications between the Presi-
dent of the United States and Mr. George
Meany, the president of the American
Federation of Labor, and Mr. Walter
Reuther, president of the Congress of
Industrial Organizations.

There being no objection, the ex-
change of communications was ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

The Presldent's message to Mr. Meany and
Mr. Reuther sent to them at the Interna-
tional Confederation of Free Trade Unions
meeting at Stockholm, read as follows:

“Your message on behalf of the American
Trade Union movement sent from the Third
World Congress of the International Confed-
eration of Trade Unions is a splendid ex-
ample of the contributions that free-trade
unionism is making to the cause of freedom

-and justice all over the world. The Govern-

ment of the United States shares .whole-
heartedly with you and your associates your
feelings about the workers of East Berlin,
who by their heroism have demonstrated
that totalitarlanism has not extinguished
the desire for freedom in the enslaved coun-
tries of Eastern Europe. I can assure you
that this Government will study carefully
the proposals you have outlined in your mes-

-sage, with a view to employing every peaceful

means to lift the burdens of occupation from
the German people.”

The message from Mr. Meany and Mr,
Reuther to the President sent from Stock-

.holm, read as follows:

“On behalf of 16 milllon American work-

ers whose representatives are in Stockholm,

Sweden, today attending Third World Con=-

.gress International Confederation of Free

Trade Unlons, we call upon the Government

.of the United States immediately to take

initiative in alding workers of Soviet-occu-
pled Germany in their struggle against Soviet
totalitarianism. Assembled delegates at
ICFTU World Congress, who speak for more
than 53 milllon workers throughout the
world have unanimously and with American
labor’s uncompromising support voted to aid
their fellow workers in East Germany in
every manner possible. We ask that our
Government press for immediate negotia-
tions for free elections in a united Germany
for establishment of free political parties
and free trade unions and for the immediate
liberation of German workers imprisoned by
the Soviet occupation authorities for their
resistance June 17. We further call for sub-
mission of formal complaint to United Na-
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tions agalnst the Soviet Union’s violation of
human rights and freedom of association in
Soviet-occupied Germany. In the history of
mankind’'s struggle for liberty, June 17 will
go down as memorable moment during which
heroic German workers fought not only for
themselves, but also battle for all free peoples
of the world. Their struggle must have un-
ylelding support of all who cherish freedom.
‘We ask your immediate consideration of our
plea.”

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr. President,
that has been the record of the President
of the United States as to his philosophi-
cal beliefs, and, I believe, his very deep
convictions.

As I pointed out earlier, this subject
has been under discussion in the execu-
tive branch of the Government, and I
know of my own personal knowledge—I
did not make my statement to the Sen-
ate without having the approval of the
President of the United States to do so—
that it has also been under discussion
with the majority leader and with others,
showing the deep interest the President
has had and does now have in this cause.

Mr. President, I wish to invite atten-
tion to a statement made by the Secre-
tary of State in a speech he delivered on
September 17, 1953. In that speech Sec-
retary Dulles said:

The entire situation in Eastern and Cen-
tral Europe is bound to be a cause of deep
concern. The peoples there are essentially
religlous people, and they are essentially pa-
triotic people. They have a spiritual faith
that Is enduring and great traditions which
will never be forgotten.

It is not in the interest of peace, or the
other goals of the charter, that the once in-
dependent peoples of Europe should feel that
they can no longer live by their traditions

" and their faith,

It is charged that unrest only exists among
them as it is artificially stimulated from
without.

That is true only in the sense that faith is
a contagious thing which penetrates even
curtains of iron. The American people, like
many others, hold to the bellef which our
founders expressed in the Declaration of In-
dependence that governments derive their
just powers from the consent of the gov-
erned. Also we believe, as Abraham Lincoln
put it, that there is “something in that Dec-
laration giving liberty, not alone to the
people of this country, but hope to the world
for all future time.” No peace can be en-
during which repudiates the concept that
government should rest on free consent or
which denies to others the opportunity to
embrace that concept. We do not conceal
that conviction, and no United States Gov-
ernment could contain it.

Mr. President, finally, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REecorp
an excerpt from a radio-television broad-
cast by Secretary of State Dulles on No-
vember 29, 1954,

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE CAPTIVE PEOPLES

There is one final aspect of our policies to
which I would allude. We believe, as Abra-
ham Lincoln said, that our Declaration of
Independence promises “liberty, not alone to
the people of this country, but hope for the
world for all future time."”

Today, & third of the human race is in fear-

ful bondage to Communist dictatorships.
But we do not regard that as immutable.

There is, we know, vast human discontent
among the 800 million people whom interna-
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tional communism rules. That comes from
the enslavement of labor, the suppression of

religion, and of individual initiative and the
national humiliation of the satellite coun-

tries.

Liberation normally comes from within.
But it is more apt to come from within if
hope is constantly sustained from without.
That we are doing in many ways.

A significant recent development has been
the Soviet change of policy toward Yugosla-
via. In 1948, Yugoslavia broke free from the
grip of international communism and reas-
serted its own nationalism.

Until recently, the Yugoslav Government
and natlon were threatened and reviled by
the international Communists of neighbor-
ing Hungary, Rumania and Bulgaria. Now,
however, the Soviet Union treats Yugoslavia
with deference while it continues to treat
with contempt the puppet Governments of
Hungary, Rumania, and Bulgaria. That may
embolden the satellites to demand a meas-
ure of independence.

Developments clearly portend the change,
at some time, of the absolute rule which in-
ternational communism asserts over the
once-free nations of Europe and Asia,

(Source: U. S. News & World Report, Dee.
10, 1954, p. 106. Excerpt from radio-televi-
slon broadcast by Secretary of State Dulles
on Jov. 29, 1954.)

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to read one
paargraph from the excerpt which has
just been placed in the Recorp. It is as
follows:

Liberation normally comes from within.
But it is more apt to come from within if
hope is constantly sustained from without.
That we are doing in many ways.

Mr. President, I have been deeply con-
cerned by the problem presented by the
nations which have been forced within
the Communist orbit. I was particularly
concerned lest there be a misconception
in the outside world and that the poor,
desperate, enslaved people behind the
Iron Curtain might interpret the action
of the Senate as indicating that we have

lost interest in them, and, therefore, I

have made this statement today. I am
glad the distinguished majority leader
has made the statement he has made, be-
cause the people behind the Iron Cur-
tain may rest assured that we have not
lost interest in them.

Mr. President, the President of the
United States is about to embark on some
highly important conferences.

Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. In a moment.

These conferences are not meant to
solve in 4 or 5 days all the problems of
the world. As I understand them, they
are more exploratory in nature, designed
to find a way to relieve the tensions
which exist. We are not foreclosed in
raising the issue of the tensions in the
satellite countries, any more than is the

. Soviet Union foreclosed from raising any

points of tension which they may have
in mind. But, at least, the Department

_of State and the President of the United

States do have freedom of action to raise
those issues, and they are not foreclosed,
as the Senator from Wisconsin has
feared, by the Pravda report. No one
knows what may come from these meet-
ings. We all hope that perhaps there
has been some change in the Soviet atti-
tude, although many of us who are skep-
tical that the Soviet leopard has changed
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its spots in the slightest. I have made
‘no secret of my beliefs. I am frank to

admit that I do not believe as of the
present time that the Soviet Union has
changed its long-term strategy. But I
do admire and respect the President of
the United States. I know him to be a
great American, a man who has rendered
magnificent service to his country in
time of war and in time of peace. He
has been charged by the American
people with the most backbreaking task
which has ever been created in any Na-
tion at any time, angd the heavy burdens
of his office are never far from him.

The Secretary of State is now carry-
ing on some preliminary discussions re-
garding the mechanics of the Geneva
meeting, and, perhaps, of the foreign
ministers meetings which will follow.
Under those circumstances, Mr. Presi-
dent, anything we might do directly, or
even indirectly, which would appear to
be casting doubt as to whether the Pres-
ident of the United States meant what
he said, when time after time, during
the period of the past 2 years, he has
made hie; position clear, as have many of
us in this Chamber who have expressed
our concern and interest in the people
behind the Iron Curtain, would be a
grave mistake.

I recognize that men may differ in
their viewpoints on this subject, but I
have felt, for very compelling and very
cogent reasons, that the Members on this
side of the aisle and on the other side of
the aisle should vote against this reso-
lution and, at the same time, make per-
fectly clear that we are not in any sense
of the word losing one iota of interest
in the captive peoples. I am sure the
President recognizes the great difficul-
ties which confront him.

Let me close by reminding the Senate
of the old proverb that it is better to
light a single candle than to curse the
darkness.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from California
yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, first, I wish to compliment the
Senator on his very able speech and the
very fine contribution he has made to
the record. I think it is extremely im-
portant that all the Members of this
body and the citizens of this country and
of the world realize that in this resolu-
tion there is no real issue of the satellites
involved. We all know that their con-
trol by the Soviet Union makes for one
of the major tensions of our time.
Every Member of the Congress, Mr,

President, is aware of that. The Presi-
dent is aware of it. The Secretary of
State is aware of it. . I think the discus-

sions on the subject yesterday in the
committee, the discussions on the floor,
and, particularly, the able speech by the
distinguished minority leader, together
with the insertions he has made in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcORD, will serve a use-
ful purpose.

Mr. President, I have confidence in
the integrity and patriotism of the Presi-
dent of this Nation.

I want every Member of the Senate to
know it. I want every citizen of the
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country, regardless of his party, to know
it. I do not think it is necessary, in or-
der to get the President and the Secre-
tary of State to do their plain duty, to
have Congress breathing down their
necks with a resolution.

I am delighted that my friend from
California differs with me only on the
procedure in the committee. Of course,
there are differences, as differences go,
between the majority leader and the mi-
nority leader. I do not wish to haggle
over this point.

The Senator from California may be
in the same position, perhaps not tomor-
row or the next day, but someday. Very
few votes divide the membership on both
sides of the aisle. The senior Senator
from California may again be the ma-
jority leader. I hope that that will be,
perhaps, after he walks across the aisle,
rather than because of an increase in
membership on the other side of the
aisle.

The minority leader stood with me on
another occasion in this body. I know
how offensive it is to have one’s remarks
read back to him, because I had that
happen to me recently when some of my
former statements were read by the very
able Senator from Connecticut.

But on August 2, 1954, the senior Sen-
ator from California, who was then the
majority leader, stood side by side with
me in this Chamber. The Senator was
replying to inquiries of the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY ], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FurLericHT]l, and
various other Senators, about a substitute
resolution to be offered in place of the
Flanders resolution. The Senator from
California did not then, as I did not on
Monday, give assurances of what the Sen-
ate would do, because no living person
can do that. But I think the Senator
from California then felt, just as I felt on
Monday, that he would not interpose any
objection, and not only that but he was
most anxious to do what he could to
make certain that every Senator had an
opportunity to record himself, but to re-
cord himself only after all the evidence
had been presented to a select commit-
tee, which could study it, evaluate it, and
then make a recommendation.

I stood with the Senator from Cali-
fornia on that occasion. We made no
firm commitment as to our action. But
we stated, in response to questions from
our colleagues, what we anticipated, and
that in itself was an assurance.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
call for the regular order.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I hope the
Senator from Wisconsin will permit me
to finish my sentence. I shall be glad to
yield to the Senator.

Mr. McCARTHY. Iam waiting to get
the floor, so I insist that only questions
be asked.

Mr., GREEN, Mr. President, who has
the floor?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I hope the
Senator from California will realize that
when I made my statement I felt just
as he did, when he believed the matter
was one for the Senate to consider.

Mr. McCARTHY. I call for the regu-
lar order,
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
have about concluded my remarks. I
reaffirm now what I said at the open-
ing. I think the Senator from Wiscon-
sin was not in the Chamber at the time;
he notified me that he had to go tem-
porarily to his office. I may say to the
Senator that I expressed my viewpoint.

I believe he has deep interest, con-
viction, and concern about the people
behind the Communist Iron Curtain, I
paid my respects to him for what I think
is his sincerity of purpose in this matter.
I gave what I believed to be not only
my understanding and my differences
with the distinguished majority leader
on procedural matters, but also as to
why I believe the President of the United
States, over a period of years, has shown
a deep interest in the matter.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. Does the Senator
know what is in the amendment to the
resolution? Was he talking about the
resolution as it was considered by the
committee yesterday, or was he speak-
ing about the resolution as it is pro-
posed to be amended, to conform with
the views of Mr. Herbert Hoover, Jr.?

Mr. ENOWLAND. My remarks were
directed primarily to the resolution
which the junior Senator from Wiscon-
sin had submitted, and as to which he
had asked the majority leader to obtain
prompt consideration by the committee.

With respect to the resolution, the
Senator from Wisconsin appeared before
the Committee on Foreign Relations yes-
terday afternoon. I was present during
the entire period of time the resolution
was under consideration, which was
more than 3% hours. I do not mean
to say that the Senator from Wisconsin
took 315 hours; but the committee met
in continuous session. I was present
and heard the testimony of the Senator
from Wisconsin in support of the reso-
lution which he had submitted, and his
argument for his resolution was perfectly
proper.

Today the junior Senator from Wis-
consin has shown me a proposed amend-
ment, in which he has made some
changes from time to time, which is the
right of any Senator. The amendment
indicates it is intended that certain lan-
guage be stricken. I understand also
that certain language has been added.

But my remarks would apply to the
substitute or the amendment, as well,
because I think that at this particular
time in our history, when the admin-
istration has laid a basis for its action,
the President and the Secretary of State
have a vital interest in the matter. The
representatives of the administration
have made certain representations be-
fore the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Since the Secretary of State is now in
San Francisco, I think it would be a mis-
take for the Senate to adopt a resolution,
however it might be modified here and
there, and perhaps every 10 or 15 min-
utes, because of what might appear to be
innocuous, or merely, as the Senator
from Wisconsin said, because of a state-
ment which would confirm what I have
already said is the President’s position,
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and what Mr. Hoover had indicated with
respect to the general humanitarian
background, which I think is what he
had in mind, and the many consistent
statements on the part of the President.

‘It would be a mistake for the Senate to

agree to such a resolution now.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? ;

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I am notat all sur-
prised at the position taken by the ma-
jority leader. It is in accord with the
long record of the Democrat Party to
whine and whimper whenever the red-
hot stove of Communist aggression is
touched. So I am not at all surprised at
the position the Democrat leader took.
It is in line with the position taken by
his party over the last 20 years.

But I am surprised, shocked, and dis-
appointed, I may say, at the position
that the Republican leader takes. It is
in complete opposition to the solemn
pledges made in the Republican Party
platform. It is not the role of the Re-
publican Party to backtrack, to appease,
to whine, to whimper. That is the posi-
tion of the Democrat Party.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I may say to the
junior Senator from Wisconsin——

Mr, McCARTHY. May I finish?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have the floor at
this time.

Mr. McCARTHY. May I finish my
statement?

Mr. ENOWLAND. The junior Senator
from Wisconsin is not going to rise on
the floor of the Senate and say that the
minority leader has been whining and
whimpering. I will place my record in
opposition to communisr and in opposi~
tion to the enslavement of the peoples
behind the Iron Curtain——

Mr. McCARTHY. Not today.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Against that of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin. I re-
spect the Senator for the interest he has
taken in combating communism. I voted
against the Senator’s resolution in the
committee because I felt it was not in
accord with correct procedure.

The Senator has no right to say on
the floor of the Senate that the senior
Senator from California, the minority
leader, is whining and whimpering in
this regard. I have set forth, according
to what I believe to be my best and my
honest judgment, what I believe to be
the position of the President of the
United States, what I believe to be the
position of the administration.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. IthinkIhave dem=-
onstrated my own position, because I
have been subjected to criticism for hav-
ing differed with the administration on
certain approaches in the field of for-
eign policy.

If I believed there would be anything
in the nature of appeasement, or that
appeasement would result from the
forthcoming conference, I would be the
first to rise in the Senate, despite the fact
that I occupy the position of minority
leader, and make my voice heard. The
junior Senator from Wisconsin can make
any statement he pleases, but certainly
I do not have to accept it.
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Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I said it was the
position of the Democraiic Party to
whine and whimper whenever they
touched the red-hot stove of Commu-
nist aggression. I did not say the mi-
nority leader whined and whimpered.
1 said I was surprised, shocked, and dis-
appointed that the minority leader would
not go along with the Republican plat-
form, from which I quote:

It will be made clear, on the highest au-
thority of the President and the Congress,
that United States policy, as one of its
peaceful purposes, looks happily forward to
the genuine independence of those captive
peoples.

Our platform was that Congress, as
well as the President, would make it clear.

The Senator from California cam-
paigned on that platform. The Ameri-
can people elected us on that platform.
They repudiated the Democrat leader-
ship because of that party's appeasement
and its retreat from victory.

So I eannot help being disappointed—
extremely disappointed—that the Sena-
tor from California, who had been the
leader in this fight against communism
until very recently, is suddenly going
back on our solemn contract with the
American people. I did not say that the
Senator from California whined and
whimpered. I said it was the Democrat
Party that whined and whimpered when
they touched the red hot stove of Com-
munist aggression.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MansrFIELD in the chair). The Senator
from California has the floor.

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from
California has been trying to preserve
some equanimity here. I shall continue
to do so. I will say to the Senator I have
expressed my honest judgments as the
minority leader of the Senate. I have
given my recommendation to the Senate.
Each Member of this body, 96 in number,
47 on this side of the aisle, 49 on the
other side of the aisle, can make his own
decision, based on the facts and on the
record. 5

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield the floor.

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
yield before he yields the floor?

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
vield while I offer my amendment so we
may know what we are talking about?

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I have
been waiting all afternoon, ever since
the Senate convened, to present a report,
which had been designated as very ur-
gent, on which the Committee on For-
eign Relations worked all day yesterday
and until midnight, so the Senate could
proceed and not, lose time today. So far
I have not been able to make the report.
If the Senator will yield, I shall not take
very long to make the report. Then the
Senator from Wisconsin can have the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island is recognized.
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Mr. GREEN. So, Mr, President, if we
can get the train back on the rails, I
should like to go ahead.

Mr. President, on behalf of a unani-
mous Committee on Foreign Relations,
I presented to the Senate on yesterday
an unfavorable report on Senate Resolu-
tion 116, which was submitted day before
yesterday by the junior Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY]. Let me say
at the outset that the distinguished
chairman of the committee, the senior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEorRGE] has
been consulted, and is in entire accord
with what has been done.

The pending resolution, in its sub-
stantive part, would express the sense of
the Senate to be that, prior to any Big
Four meeting, the Secretary of State
should secure the agreement of the other
participants to include discussion of the
status of Communist-dominated nations
on the agenda of such a meeting. The
practical effect of this resolution would
be to scutile the Big Four meeting before
it begins.

The junior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. McCarTHY] submitted the resolu-
tion under rather unusual eircumstances
late on Monday, when only a few Sen-
ators were present, and he asked for its
immediate consideration at that time,
without reference to any committee,
The Senator stressed the need for haste,
and expressed some doubt that his reso-
lution would be considered if in fact it
were referred to a committee. After
some discussion, it was agreed that the
resolution should be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and
the majority and minority leaders un-
dertook to seek prompt consideration of
the resolution by that committee.

The committee was glad to cooperate,
and accordingly, a public hearing was
held yesterday afternoon, at which the
junior Senator from Wisconsin pre-
sented his arguments in favor of the
resolution, The committee also heard
Acting Secretary of State Herbert
Hoover, Jr., who urged that the reso-
lution not be approved.

Mr. Hoover pointed ouf, among other
things, that

In the preliminary conversations that
have already taken place regarding arrange-
ments for the conference, it has been agreed
that each of the participants would be free
to take up any subject which it believed to
be a contributory cause of world tensions.
The purpose of such an agreement was to
eliminate possible arguments on the fixing
of a rigid agenda.

The effect of the adoption of this res-
olution would be precisely the opposite—
that is, it would precipitate endless ar-
guments on the fixing of a rigid agenda.

Following the public hearing yester-
day afternoon, the committee went into
executive session for further considera-
tion of the resolution. I emphasize, Mr.
President, that from the first moment
there was no disagreement among the
members of the committee as to the sub-
stantive merits of the resolution. We
were unanimous from the beginning that
the resolution had no real merit, and
that it should not be agreed to under
any circumstances.

The only disagreement in the Foreign
Relations Committee was as to the pro-
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cedure which should be followed in dis-
posing of the resolution.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GREEN. I shall not be long. I
prefer not to yield until I complete my
statement, and then I shall yield in
order to answer any questions which the
Senator from Wisconsin may have in
mind to ask.

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GREEN. No; I will not yield.

Some thought the resolution should be
tabled by the committee; others felt it
should be reported adversely so that the
Senate itself could act.

There is much to be said for cither
point of view. I think the principal
question which troubled members of the
committee was whether unfavorable
action by the Senate might be misin-
terpreted abroad as indicating lack of
interest in the plight of the Soviet cap-
tive countries of eastern Europe and
Asia. Of course, the Senate is not un-
mindful of the welfare of the people in
these countries, and it has expressed
that concern on a number of occasions.
Nor is there any reason to believe that
the President and the Secretary of State
are any less concerned than are the
Members of the Senate,

The resolution itself is not so much
an expression of interest in the captive
countries as it is an expression of lack
of confidence in the President and the
Secretary of State. An overwhelming
vote by the Senate to reject the resolu-
tion will mean that the Senate is saying
to the world that we trust the man who
is President of the United States, and
that we disavow efforts to put limita-
tions and restrictions on him as he gees
into these exceedingly delicate confer-
ences,

Mr. President, I did not vote for the
election of the man who occupies the
office of President of the United States.
I disapprove of some of the policies
which he espouses. But when he sits
down with the ruler of the Soviet Union
I am going to do everything I can to see
that he has every advantage he can pos-
sibly have. I am not going to be a party
to increasing his difficulties, and I am
sure the Senate and most of the Ameri-
can people feel the same way.

Mr. President, it was most unfortu-
nate that this resolution was ever sub-
mitted., It is both unnecessary and un-
desirable and, if acted upon favorably
would do incalculable harm, not only to
the United States, but also to the cause
of world peace. I urge the Senate to
vote the resolution down, promptly and
overwhelmingly, and thereby to undo,
insofar as we can, the damage which has
already been done.

I ask unanimous consent, that the re-
port of the committee be printed in the
body of the REcorp as a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the report
(No. 621) was ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, as follows:

The Committee on Foreign Relations, hav=
ing had under consideraiton a resolution
(8. Res. 116) exprees!ng the sense of the Sen-
ate that the present and future status of the
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nations of Eastern Europe and Asia now un-
der Communist control shall be a subject for
discussion at any conference between the
heads of state of the Soviet Union, the
United Kingdom, France, and the United
States, report the resolution adversely to the
Senate by a vote of 14 to 0 and recommend
that it not be agreed to.

GENERAL PURFOSE

This resolution, if adopted against the
recommendation of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, would express the sense of
the Senate that prior to any conference be-
tween heads of state, the Secretary of State
should secure the agreement of other parties
at the conference—the Soviet Union, the
United Kingdom, and France—that one of
the subjects for discussion should be the
present and future status of the nations of
eastern Europe and Asia now under Commu-
nist control,

The Committee on Foreign Relations rec-
ommends against adoption of the resolution
because, among other reasons, it would un-
duly restrict the freedom of the President of
the United States in the conduct of inter-
national negotiations of vital interest to the
security of this Nation, and it would have
the efiect of expressing a lack of confidence
in the President at a critical juncture in
world history when American unity in for-
eign affairs is particularly important.

TEXT OF RESOLUTION
The text of the resolution is as follows:
“[S. Res. 116, 84th Cong., 1st sess.]
“RESOLUTION

“Whereas under the Constitution of the
United States, the Congress and more par-
ticularly the Senate, has concurrent respon-
sibility with the executive branch for the
formulation of the international policies of
the United States; and

“Whereas the safety, peace, and independ-
ence of the United States are seriously
threatened by the aggressive world Commu-
nist movement under the leadership of the
Soviet Union; and

“Whereas the United States is pledged to
geek the freedom of the millions of people
who have already been enslaved by the world
Communist movement; and

“Whereas the safety, peace, and inde-
pendence of the United States can never be
permanently secured, nor the goal of the
United States to obtain the freedom of op-
pressed peoples realized, so long as certain
areas of the world remain under Communist
control; namely, BEstonia; Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria,
Rumania, Albania, Eastern Germany, North-
ern Korea, Northern Indochina, China, and
the Soviet Union; and

“Whereas the President has determined to
confer with the heads of state of the Soviet
Union, the United Eingdom and France at
Geneva, Switzerland, on July 18, 1855, with
the objective of relieving world tensions and
thus of attempting to make more secure the
safety, peace, and independence of the Unit-
ed States; and

“Whereas the government of the Soviet
Union announced on June 13, 1855, and on
several occasions prior thereto, that the sub-
ject of areas under Communist control would
not be discussed by the Soviet Union at said
conference between the heads of state; and

“Whereas failure to discuss sald areas un-
der Communist control at said Geneva meet-
ing implies dejure recognition of Communist
domination of said areas and thus the es-
tablishment of a permanent threat to the
safety, peace, and independence of the Unit-
ed States; and

“Whereas the Secretary of State is meet-
ing with the Foreign Ministers of the Soviet
Union, the United Kingdom, and France be-

June 20, 1955, at San Franclsco, re-
portedly to discuss, inter alia, an agenda for
the conference between the heads of state:
Now therefore, be it
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“Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that at sald Foreign Ministers’ meeting
at San Francisco or at such other meeting
or occasion as may be appropriate, prior to
any such conference between the heads of
state, the Secretary of State should secure
the agreement of the Soviet Unlon, the Unit-
ed Kingdom, and France that the present
and future status of the nations of Eastern
Europe and Asia now under Communist con-
trol shall be a subject for discussion at such
conference between the heads of state.,”

COMMITTEE ACTION

Senate Resolution 116 was introduced by
Senator McCARTHY on June 20, 1855. At the
request of the majority and minority lead-
ers of the Senate, the committee undertock
to consider the resolution without delay.

Accordingly, on June 21, 1955, the commit-
tee held a public hearing on the resolution
at which Senator McCArTHY urged its fa-
vorable consideration and Hon. Herbert
Hoover, Jr., Acting Secretary of State, ex-
pressed the administration’s opposition. The
prepared statement of Acting Secretary of
State Hoover is appended to the report for
the information of the SBenate. The com-
mittee subsequently met in executive session
and the resolution was discussed at length,

It was moved that the resolution be re-
ported to the Senate and that the Committee
on Foreign Relations recommend that it not
be agreed to. A substitute motion was of-
fered to table Senate Resolution 116 in the
committee. The motion to table was de-
feated by a vote of 8 to 7. Thereupon the
committee voted to report the resolution to
the Senate and recommend that it not be
agreed to.

REASONS FOR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

During committee consideration of the
pending resolution, the following principal
reasons were offered against its adoption:

1. Approval of the resolution would imply
a lack of confidence on the part of Members
of the Senate in the ability of the President
of the United States to carry out his consti-
tutional role in the conduct of foreign policy
and to represent our country effectively in
the forthcoming top-level conference. More~
over, such an action taken now, on the eve
of the conference, would raise grave doubts
in the minds of the people of other countries
as to the singleness of purpose with which
this Nation pursues its objective of world
peace.

2. The resclution would seem to be based
on the assumption that the President and
the Secretary of State are less mindful of the
interests of the unfortunate people behind
the Iron Curtain than is the Senate. The
committee did not believe it was necessary
for the Senate to remind the President and
the Secretary of State of the deep concern
which Americans have felt for more than a
decade at the enslavement of people in
Communist-dominated lands.

3. The committee believed it would be un-
wise to require agreement with the Soviet
Union upon a specific agenda item as a con-
dition precedent to United States participa-
tion in the forthcoming Big Four Conference.
Assurances were received from the Acting
Becretary of State, Herbert Hoover, Jr., in his
testimony before the committee, to the effect
that “in the preliminary conversations that
have already taken place regarding arrange-
ments for the Conference, it has been agreed
that each of the participants would be free
to take up any subject which it belleved to
be a contributory cause of world tensions.”

Members of the committee agreed, there~
fore, that the pending resclution would be
meaningless if not actually harmful. Its
adoption would tend to give priority to dis-
cussion of one subject and by implication
subordinate the discussion of other highly
important matters such as disarmament and
the future of Germany.

4. Under these circumstances, it was
pointed out that in all probability the status
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of the people behind the Iron Curfain Is a
problem which will be considered at the
forthcoming conference. It would be quite
another matter, however, for the United
States to insist in advance that this question
should be the subject of discussion in any
formal sense. In fact, there is a possibility
that insistence on inclusion of this specifie
item might result in canecellation of the
conference even before it becomes possible
to explore Soviet intentions with respect to
world peace,

5. Past experience in negotiating with the
Soviet Union has indicated that considerable
difficulty often arises in connection with de-
termining items to be placed on the agenda.
The committee believed there is a very real
danger that the Soviet Union might seek
some method of delaying or avoiding the
meeting of the scheduled conference and
blaming the United States for the breakdown
of negotiations even prior to the agenda-
fixing stage. Adoption of this resolution
might provide such an excuse.

6. The committee believed it would be a
serious mistake to require the President to
attend a conference with his flexibility of
negotiation restricted by the provisions of
the pending resolution, The committee
knows that the representative of the Soviet
Union will not operate under a similar re-
striction and does not want the President of
the United States to be unduly handicapped
in these discussions.

7. Approval of this resolution could have
the effect, in the event the conditions set
forth are not agreed to by the Soviet Union,
of preventing the United States from par-
ticipating in the forthcoming conference.
Furthermore, if the conference were canceled
for this reason, world public opinion might
be inclined to blame the United States for
blocking progress in the direction of world
peace,

8. While passage of this resolution might
endanger the holding of the conference, fail-
ure to approve the resolution does not in
any way foreclose the freedom of the Presi-
dent to raise such matters as he may find
appropriate at the conference.

COMMITTEE CONCLUSIONS

The committee desires to have it clearly
understood that its action in recommend-
ing against adoption of the pending resolu-
tion should not be construed as arising from
any lack of interest in the welfare of the
people of the natlons now under Commu-
nist control. Indeed, the committee has on
numerous occasions in past years approved
resolutions enabling the Senate to go on
record in.support of the aspirations of these
peoples for freedom and independence,

The committee hopes it will be possible
for the representatives of the United States
to bring the status of the pecple in the
Soviet-dominated countries to the attention
of the Conference. It is convinced that
their status is one which is of the utmost
concern to the President of the United
States and to the Secretary of State as it
is to the Members of the Senate. It may
well be one of the subjects which would
undoubtedly lead to a reduction of inter-
national tensions in the event of successful
negotiations.

It is the purpose of the forthcoming Big
Four meeting to delineate the areas of ten-
sion in the world. It cannot be expected
that the conference will itself lead to im-
mediate settlement of the vast range of
areas of disagreement between the free
world and the Communist world. Indeed,
it may be years before some of the matters
discussed at that meeting will be finally
settled. Nevertheless, a start must be made
In the opinion of the committee it would
be a tragic mistake if precipitate action
taken by the Senate now were to endanger
in any way the possible success of this ef-
fort which may lead to a new era in inter-
national relations.
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Any attempt by the Senate at this time
to set forth specific matters to be discussed
at the conference would unduly hamper and
restrict the President in his negotlations.
He must be as free as the other representa-
tives at the conference to raise any ques-
tions which may possible be productive of
a peaceful future in which the area of free-
dom in the world may be expanded.

The Committee on Foreign Relations takes
this occasion to express its complete confi-
dence in the President of the United States
and in the Secretary of State. It has no
doubt of their capacity and their ability to
express effectively the views of the American
people and to negotlate successfully with
the representatives of the other powers
whick will meet in Geneva on next July 18.

For the reasons outlined above, the com-
mittee believes it would be in the national
interest for the Senate to reject the pend-
ing resolution.

APPENDIX

STATEMENT OF ACTING SECRETARY OF STATE
HERBERT HOOVER, JR., BEFORE THE SENATE
ForeieN RELATIONS COMMITTEE CONCERNING
SeNaTE REsoLuUTION 116, Juwe 21, 1955

I refer to the request of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee for the comments of the
Department of State on Senate Resolution
116, which expresses the sense of the Senate
that prior to any conference between the
heads of government of the United States,
the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet
Union, the Secretary of State secure the
agreement of the representatives of the other
three nations that the present and future
status of the nations of Eastern Europe and
Asia now under Communist control shall
be a subject for discussion at such a con-
ference between the heads of government,

The position of the United States on this
subject is well known. The Congress, the
President, and the Secretary of State have
many times clearly and forcefully expressed
the hope that all people, everywhere, may
exercise their inalienable rights to a govern-
ment of their own choice and a life in which
the dignity of man is paramount.

In his television report to the President
after his return from Vienna, the Secretary
of State had this to say about the pending
conference: “It may at least set up new
processes for a solution of some of these
great problems—problems like the unifica-
tion of Germany, the problem of levels of
armament, the problem of atomic weapons,
the problem of the satellite countries, the
problems created by international commu-
nism."”

In the preliminary conversations that
have already taken place regarding arrange-
ments for the conference, it has been agreed
that each of the participants would be free
to take up any subject which it believed
to be a contributory cause of world tensions,
The purpose of such an agreement was to
eliminate possible arguments on the fixing
of a rigid agenda. It will be remembered
that, at the Palais Rose Conference in 1051,
4 months of intense discussion failed to
achieve agreement upon an agenda. There
have been numerous repetitions of this same
situation upon other occasions. The pro-
posed resolution calls for a prior agreement
on the subjects for discussion, as a pre-
requisite for the holding of the conference.
Under the circumstances, I do not believe
that a procedure such as suggested in this
resolution would be advisable.

I feel certain that the President and the
Becretary of State are in complete sympathy
with the ultimate humanitarian objectives
of Senate Resolution 116. I believe, however,
that it is desirable and n to rely on
the judgment and ability of the President
and the Secretary of State to carry on this
conference pursuant to their responsibilities.
To adopt this or similar resolutions could
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suggest, and might be misinterpreted as,
establishing preconditions to these impor-
tant and delicate discussions.

Mr. GREEN. Now, Mr. President, I
shall be glad to yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. No; I shall take the
floor on my own time.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that every American from the Presi-
dent down, would be happy if, as a result
of the Big Four conference which is
scheduled to be held in Geneva on July
18, an agreement could be reached with
the Soviet Union which could give added
freedom or hope for freedom to the citi-
zens of all nations now under Communist
domination. I am sure that if, after the
conference opens, Presiden: Eisenhower
sees any hope of furthering such a cause,
he will take whatever action he thinks
might bring that hope nearer to reality
during the conference.

At the same time, however, I cannot
agree that we should bind the President
in advance, to making Russian agree-
ment to such a discussion a firm condi-
tion precedent to the discussion of any
other subject, and I think that is what
adoption of Senate Resolution 116 would
require.

I have faith in President Eisenhower
in his understanding of the problems of
satellite peoples and of the enslaved peo-
ple of the Soviet Union itself and to his
devotion to the principles of justice and
freedom. I want to do anything I can to
strengthen his hand at the conference
and will not do anything which by the
greatest stretch of the imagination
could be interpreted anywhere in the
world as a limitation on his power to ne-
gotiate or as an expression of lack of
faith in his intentions or his ability.

I cannot accept the premise that fail-
ure to require the President to take this
action is de jure recognition of the Rus-
sian position. This premise assumes
that we agree with the Russian posi-
tion on every subject not specifically in-
cluded in the discussions, premise which
is ridiculous on its face.

Therefore, I shall vote against the res-
olution, not because I do not agree with
its objectives, but because I eannot ask
the President to carry the burden of its
implications.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
should prefer to say what I have to say
when the majority leader is present, be-
cause I wish to talk of the procedure and
the way this whole matter was handled,
rather than about the resolution itself.
He will be present in a minute. I think
I shall proceed——

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have a state-
ment which will take about 2 minutes.
If the Senator is willing to yield, I shall
be glad to make my statement now.

Mr. CAPEHART. I shall be glad to
yield that much time, provided I do not
lose the floor.

Mr. McCARTHY. I suggest that we
are wasting a great deal of time discuss-
ing the resolution that was acted on yes=
terday by the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, in view of the fact that I now wish
to amend the resolution. If the Senator
from Indiana will yield to me, let me say
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that it seems to me that the orderly pro-
cedure——

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, if I
may do so without losing the floor, I
vield to the junior Senator from Wis-
consin, to permit him to submit the
amendment.

Mr. McCARTHY. And to have it
read, please.

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; and to have it
read, but without making any comment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered. The suggested amend-
ment will be read.

The CHIEF CLERK. In lieu of the pres-
ent lJanguage of the resolution it is pro-
posed to insert the following:

Whereas the Under Secretary of State, Mr.
Herbert Hoover, Jr.,, on June 21, 1955, in-
formed the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations as follows: “I feel certain that the
President and the Secretary of State are in
complete sympathy with the ultimate hu-
manitarian objective of Senate Resolution
116": Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate Is also in sym-
pathy with the ultimate humanitarian ob-
Jective of Senate Resolution 116, and the
Senate hopes that the ultimate humanitar-
ian objective of Senate Resolution 1186,
namely, securing the freedom of the Com-
munist-controlled satellite nations enumer-
ated therein, will be pursued by the Presi-
dent at the forthcoming Geneva meeting
between the heads of state,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I have read the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, The brief remarks
I have to make at this time apply both
to the amendment and to the original
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment has been read, but has not
yet been offered.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Isounderstand,
Mr. President.

Mr. President, I come from one of the
older sections of our country. It is on
the Atlantic seaboard. In early days
the people of that section came in con-
tact with and negotiated with the older
nations of Europe. Massachusetts was
one of the 13 colonies which adopted the
Constitution of the United States under
which we live today. But that Constitu-
tion, the Chief Executive is necessarily
given the power to negotiate agreements
with other nations and, wide latitude is
properly left to him, subject only to rati-
fication by the Senate of the United
States treaties before they can become
binding upon our country.

It is with this background that I wish
to make the following brief statement,
which expresses my deep convictions on
this occasion:

The peoples and the governments of
the world dwell today in worried uncer-
tainty; yet at the same time they enter-
tain and nourish every possible hope for
world peace, for greater security for all,
and for ever larger opportunities for
every individual.

In great degree as a result of this uni-
versal anxiety, there is now scheduled
for the 18th of July, next, in the city of
Geneva, Switzerland, a long-discussed
and currently planned meeting of the
heads of state and the foreign ministers
of France, the United Kingdom, the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and
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the United States, to explore ways and
means of lessening international ten-
sions.

The announced purpose of the meet-
ing is, not to arrive at final and irrevoc-
able decisions, but, rather, to establish
procedures for determining Low existing
international tensions may be relieved.
It is the declared intention of the Pres-
ident of the United States and the Sec-
retary of State to attend the meeting.

I should like to express to the Presi-
dent of the United States and to the
Secretary of State my deeply sincere
good wishes in this endeavor and my
firm confidence that the President and
the Secretary of State, serving, as they
are, in the finest American fradition, will
meet fully and firmly their personal and
official responsibilities under our Con-
stitution.

I wish to express equal confidence in
the heartfelt determination of the Pres-
jdent and the Secretary of State to urge
the carrying forward of every possible
enterprise which may lead ultimately to
greater security for ourselves and for all
peoples and to ever-wider opportunities
for peace throughout the world.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Massachusetts
has expired.

The Senator from Indiana has the
floor.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senafor from Indiana yield to me,
so that I may ask a question?

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; if I may ob-
tain unanimous consent to do so without
losing the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
believe I am correct when I say that I
understand that the senior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SaLTONSTALL] cam-
paigned for election to the Senate in
1952, and did so upon the Republican
platform. I wish to ask whether the
Senator from Massachusetts is aware of
the fact that the Republican platform
on which he campaigned contains the
following provision:

It will be made clear, on the highest au-
thority of the President and the Congress,
that United States policy, as one of its
peaceful purposes, looks happily forward to
the genuine independence of those captive
peoples.

We shall again make liberty into a beacon
light of hope that will penetrate the dark
places. That program will give the Voice of
America a real function., It will mark the
end of the negative, futile, and immoral
policy of “containment” which abandons
countless human beings to a despotism and
Godless terrorism which in turn enables the
rulers to forge the captives into a weapon
for our destruction.

Keeping in mind that that was a part
of the platform upon which the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts campaigned—
namely, that the Congress would make
clear its position on that subject—does
not the Senator agree with me that any
Republican Senator who now refuses ta
vote for a resolution saying we will make
that clear, is doing a disservice to his
party?

The Democratic Senators can vote
against the resolution because they had
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no such campaign platform. But the
Republican Senators made that cam-
paign pledge, and it was a solemn con-
tract with the American people; namely,
that the Congress would make clear its
position. Today, I am giving the Re-
publican Senators a chance, to some ex-
tent at least, to live up to that campaign
pledge.

Dces not the Senator from Massachu-
setts agree with me that any Republican
Senator who fails to live up fo that cam-
paign pledge is doing a disservice to the
Republican Party?

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
request the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana has the floor.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield to me, to
permit me to propound a parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr, CAPEHART. Yes.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
if the Senator from Indiana will per-
mit me to do so, I shall be glad to ans-
swer the question of the Senator from
Wisconsin, g

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, if
I may do so without losing the floor,
I yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Massachusetts, to permit him to answer
the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Chair wishes to inform the visitors
who are in the galleries that they are
here as the guests of the Senate, and
must keep as quiet as possible while the
proceedings are going on.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I thank the Senator from Indiana for
yielding to me.

My answer to the Senator from Wis-
econsin is that I believe I am doing my
utmost to carry out the pledge of the
Republican Party which he read, and
on which I campaigned, when I give
the President of the United States, the
elected President of all the people, the
widest possible latitude to negotiate in
the best interests of the United States,
and thus in the best interests of ob-
taining peace in the world, and when
I vote against any resolution prior to
the President’s attendance at the con-
ference. I reserve the right to vote as
I see fit on any agreement which at a
later time may come before the Senate.
In that way, I believe I am living
squarely up to the terms of the Con-
stitution and to my oath as a United
States Senator.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the
Senator from Kentucky wishes to pro-
pound a parliamentary inquiry. If I
may do so without losing the floor, I
yield for that purpose to the Senator
from EKentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I rise
to a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky will state it.

Mr. BARKLEY. The amendment to
the resolution, which has just been read
at the desk, was read merely for the in-
formation of the Senate, was it not?

June 22

The amendment itself was not offered,
was it?

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct; the amendment was not offered.

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. President, I rise
to a further parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky will state it.

Mr. BARELEY. Inasmuch as the
yeas and nays have been ordered on the
question of agreeing to the resolution, is
it now in order for any Senator to offer
an amendment to the resolution, which
including the preamble, was reported ad-
versely? In other words, under the
rules, is it in order to offer an amend-
ment to any part of the resolution other
than the text of the resolution itself, but
not to the preamble, which must be
agreed to after the resolution itself is
adopted, if it is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that the preamble is
not before the Senate, and that it can-
not be acted upon by itself in any form
until and unless the resolution is adopted.

Mr. BARKLEY. In other words, un-
less the resolving part of the document
is adopted by the Senaie, it will not be
in order to offer an amendment to the
preamble.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. Or an amendment
which would include an amendment to
the preamble. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is informed that no amendment
can be offered to the preamble at this
stage.

Mr. BARELEY. And none will be in
order until and unless the resolution
itself is adopted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. McCARTHY. I am not sure that
I understand the Chair. Is it the posi-
tion of the Chair that it is not in order
to offer an amendment to the resolution
at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; but
it is not in order to offer an amendment
to the preamble.

Mr. McCARTHY. I think I under-
stand. I thank the Chair.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, per-
haps T am much concerned about the
subject which I am about to discuss.
Perhaps I am tfaking the question toe
seriously. However, I think I can say
what I am about to say without fear
of being misunderstood, for the reason
that, prior to the time the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, of which I am a mem-
ber, voted on this question, I publicly
stated, in the presence of representa-
tives of the press and others, that I was
opposed to the McCarthy resolution and
would vote against it. I gave my rea-
sons, in questioning the able junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. Therefore, no one
can mistake my position. I voted against
the resolution in the committee. I shall
vote against it on the floor, because I do
not believe it to be necessary.

However, that is not the purpose of
my rising to speak at this time. I want
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the record to show that I think the
Foreign Relations Committee made a
grave mistake yesterday. I think per-
haps we have established a precedent
which will return to haunt us. I want
the Recorp to show that yesterday the
Foreign Relations Committee, with every
member being opposed to the resolution,
and so stating, there being no question
in the mind of any member of the com-
mittee as to where he stood, voted to
report the resolution to the Senate
adversely.

If we are to establish such a precedent,
and if we are to permit a Senator to rise
on the floor any time he cares to do so,
and say, “I wish to introduce a bill,” or
“I wish to submit a resolution out of
order,” and demand that it be handled
immediately and it is referred to a com-
mittee, and, even though the committee
is unanimously opposed to it, insist that
it come to the floor of the Senate for a
vote, we shall get into a great deal of
trouble, in my opinion.

I have been a Member of the United
States Senate for 11 years. If my obser-
vation and memory serve me correctly,
the only time in my experience in the
Senate that a bill reported adversely,
was when Senators were in doubt; when
there was a division among members of
a committee as to whether or not a cer-
tain measure should be reported, mean-
ing that they could not make up their
own minds as to whether they should
vote for it or against it. But when the
action of the committee is unanimous, as
the action in the Committee on Foreign
Relations yesterday was, the situation is
a little different. A motion was made in
committee to table the resolution. The
vote was 8 to 7 against tabling; and it
was demanded that the resolution be re-
ported to the Senate adversely and be
acted upon by the Senate. I say that we
established a precedent yesterday which
will return to haunt us.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a guestion?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr., BARKLEY, Let me say that I
disagree with the Senator in his state-
ment that the committee established a
precedent by refusing to table a resolu-
tion, and by reporting it adversely. On
numerous occasions in the past, commit-
tees of the Senate have reported ad-
versely on bills, resolutions, nominations,
and other matters submitted to them.
But does not the Senator believe that,
under the circumstances surrounding the
submission of this resolution, and in
view of the problems with which it deals,
if the Committee on Foreign Relations
had bottled up the resolution in the com-
mittee by adopting a motion to table, the
charge would already have been made—
and the committee would be on the de-
fensive—that it lnad been unwilling to
allow the Senate itself to vote on the
resolution, and had bottled it up in com=-
mittee by a motion to table?

Mr. CAPEHART. The same argu-
ment could be made with respect to every
piece of legislation which is handled by
a committee of the Senate.

Mr, BARKELEY. Not every bill which
is introduced, or every resolution which
is submitted to a committee, is submit-
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ted under the circumstances surround-
ing this resolution.

Mr. CAPEHART. We have established
a precedent for each of the 96 Senators
to do the same thing the junior Senator
from Wisconsin did; namely, to rise on
the floor of the Senate and say, “I want
this measure handled immediately.”
Let me ask this question: Why was the
resolution referred to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee if it was intended to
have the Senate vote upon it?

Mr. BARKLEY. All the committees
are servants of the Senate. They are
not masters of the Senate. They are
agencies for the consideration of legis-
lation. The resolution was referred to
the committee, of course, for the purpose
of allowing the committee to consider it
and determine what to do with it.
Theoretically, the Senate has a right to
pass upon proposed legislation submitted
to committees, whether they report fa-
vorably or adversely. As a matter of
custom, the Senate usually follows the
recommendations of its committees.
However, frequently a committee takes
no action on a bill, or votes not to report
it in an affirmative way; or it may vote
to table it. But theoretically, the object
of getting a bill or resolution bhefore a
committee is to have the committee con-
sider it and report back to the Senate
one way or another, as to whether or not
it should be enacted in the case of a bill,
or adopted in the case of a resolution.

Mr. CAPEHART. There is no ques-
tion that committees have the right to
do so. But in this instance the action
was unanimous, If the committee had
voted unanimously to table the resolu-
tion, that would have meant that it did
not even consider the resolution of suffi-
cient importance to bring it to the floor
of the Senate.

The only point I am trying to make is
that what the junior Senator from Wis-
consin did, 95 other Senators can do. If
I rise in my place in the Senate tomorrow
to introduce a bill or submit a resolution,
and ask that I be permitted to do so out
of order, will the able majority leader
show me the same consideration in see-
ing that the proposed legislation is re-
ferred to a committee, and that the com-
mittee, even though it unanimously votes
against the bill or resolution, reports it
to the Senate? Will the majority leader
show me the same courtesy in seeing that
my piece of proposed legislation comes
back to the floor of the Senate?

Mr. BARKLEY. I cannot speak for
the majority leader, but I suggest that if
a resolutich submitted under the same
circumstances were regarded as of the
same importance as the resolution which
we are considering, I am quite certain
the same procedure would be followed.

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator as-
sumes that it would be regarded as of the
same importance as the pending resolu-
tion. So far as I am concerned, there
is no importance to the resolution, be-
cause every member of the committee
voted against it. That should have
ended the matter.

Mr. BARKLEY. It could not, because
the Senator from Wisconsin could have
risen in his place today and moved to
discharge the committee,
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Mr. CAPEHART. Of course he could

have done so. That course can be fol-
lowed with respect to any piece of pro-
posed legislation which a committee con-
siders, and which it decides not to re-
port to the Senate.
- Mr. BARKLEY. Tabling the resolu-
tion in the committee could not have set-
tled the question at all, and it could not
have deprived any Senator of the right
to seek the opportunity to vote his own
sentiments on it. If the committee were
unanimously against it, theoretically it
might be true that the Senate would be
unanimously against it, though I doubt
it. But every Senator has the same
right to seek an opportunity to vote his
own sentiments on any question.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, do
Senators wish to break the precedents
relating to committees? Perhaps I am
taking this matter too seriously. Per-
haps I ought not to be calling it to the
attention of the Senate. However, I say
to Senators that we are breaking down
the committee system of the Senate.
Why do Senators want to do that?

The members of the Committee on
Foreign Relations knew yesterday that
if they reported the resolution adversely
probably no Senators, or, at any rate,
very few would be in favor of it. Of
course, I do not know how many Sena-
tors will vote against it. However, the
resolution did not even warrant being
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask a
question for my own information. I un-
derstand that the position of the Senator
from Indiana is that there are no prece-
dents for the action taken in connection
with this resolution.

Mr. CAPEHART. I said there was
precedent, but in my experience of 11
years in the Senate when a bill or resolu-
tion is adversely reported by a commit-
tee, it means that the committee itself
was unable to make up its mind whether
it was right or wrong in voting for or
against the measure.

Of course, it has been done in the past.
However, I do not know whether it has
ever been done in a case when every
member of the committee was opposed to
a measure, and when every member of
the committee said he was opposed to it.
What was the purpose of bringing the
resolution before the Senate today, when
not one bill or resolution out of thou-
sands which are reported adversely by
unanimous vote of a committee come be-
fore the Senate? What was the pur-
gose? Was the purpose to have a field

ay?

Mr. MORSE., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr, MORSE, I first wish to find out
what the Senator’s position is with re-
gard to the precedents. As I understand,
there are dozens of precedents.

Mr. CAPEHART. I would say that in
more than 160 years there probably are
some, but very few.

Mr. MORSE. I do not believe we are
breaking down the committee system, as
the Senator has stated. The Senator
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eannot have it both ways. Either there
are precedents or there are no prece-
dents. I checked on the subject with the
Parliamentarian, and I understand that
there are dozens of precedents of com-
mittees having reported measures ad-
versely to the Senate.

- The Senator also raised the question as
to the purpose the committee had in
mind yesterday in reporfing the resolu-
tion to the Senate. I can tell the pur-
pose of my vote for reporting it ad-
versely. It was because time was of the
essence. I did not think the Senate
should be put in such a position that it
could be charged that we were unwilling
to have the resolution voted on. I be-
lieve the entire Senate has an interest in
the resolution and should be given an
opportunity to vote on it. The Senator
and I may disagree as to the question of
policy, and he is certainly entitled to his
point of view, but I do not want the Rec-
orp to show that the committee followed
a course of action for which there was no
precedent in the Senate.

Mr. CAPEHART. I did not say it was
without precedent. I do ask why it was
done. I do know that in every prior
instance it was done because a commit-
tee was unable to make up its mind. In
this case the vote on the resolution in
committee was unanimous. There was
no question about the attitudes of mem-
bers of the committee. A motion was
made to table, and the vote on that mo-
tion was 7 to 8. My question is, When
every Member, including every Republi-
can and every Demoecrat, was against the
resolution, why was it reported? I say
the committee established a precedent;
if not a precedent, at least it established
an incident or situation yesterday which
will plague the Senate in the years to
come.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I say most respectfully
that I still hope majority rule prevails
in the Senate. What happened yester-
day was that the majority of the com-
mittee thought the Senate ought to have
an opportunity to vote on the resolution.
It is as simple as that.

Mr. CAPEHART. It is not quite so
simple as that, because there exists the
other situation also, in that the majority
Jeader came to the committee and talked
and talked to the committee and insisted
that the resolution be handled as it
finally was.

Mr. BARELEY. The appearance of
the majority leader before the commit-
tee was at the invitation of the com-
mittee.

Mr. CAPEHART. I have no objection
to it. However, I do want the REcorp
to show that T was against the resolu-
tion yesterday, and I am still against it.
I said so. There was no hesitancy on
my part in saying so. I also want the
Recorp to show that there was an un-
usual handling of this resolution. I
should like to know why. Is it to put
somebody on the spot? Why?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does not the Senator
from Indiana believe there was an un-
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usual handling of the resolution because
of its unusual subject matter? It ap-
peals to the judgment and the conscience
of every Senator. It is an effort to in-
voke the “advise” constitutional jurisdic-
tion of the Senate. Even though 15
Members of the Senate, as members of
one of its important committees, voted
unanimously, as I understand they did,
against the pending resolution, is it not
still an important matter to each of the
other Members of the Senate to have
an opportunity to express his judgment
and his consecience on this matter?

Is it not likewise important to the
country and to the President and to all
the representatives who will represent us
in the forthcoming important conference
in Geneva, to know whether the Senate
as a whole, and by what majority, sus-
tains the judgment of those 15 able
Members who said that, so far as they
were concerned, their judgment and
their conscience were against the pend-
ing resolution?

Does not the Senator from Indiana be-
lieve it is important, likewise, and a
matter of individual right to each Sena-
tor, to express for himself whether in
his conscience and in his judgment he
approves or disapproves of the resolu-
tion?

Mr. CAPEHART. The record speaks
for itself, but let me say that in the
Foreign Relations Committee—and I be-
lieve the record will speak almost as
strongly, when a vote is taken this after-
noon—only one Senator considered this
resolution of any importance whatsoever,
and that was the junior Senator from
Wisconsin. I believe the record of the
committee shows that, and that the vote
in the Senate today will show it also. My
question is, Why did the members of the
committee break down the custom of the
Senate? Why did they insist, when the
resolution was unanimously opposed by
every member of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, that it be brought to the
floor of the Senate and debated today, as
it is being debated, instead of getting rid
of it in a hurry? If every member of
the committee was opposed to it, why so
much credence put in it? Why was it
even considered?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. In my opinion, it is
not worth considering. I am against it.
I have confidence in the President and
in Mr. Dulles. My question is, Why did
the members of the committee want to
have the resolution considqred by the
Senate?

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART, I yield.

Mr. BENDER. I wish to say that I
rather appreciate the comments of the
distinguished senior Senator from
Florida [Mr. HorLranpl. Therefore, act-
ing in all good faith, I should like to
answer the question of the Senator from
Indiana In my own way. I believe there
is a little bit of political needling going
on here,

Mr. CAPEHART. On the part of
whom?

Mr. BENDER. The Senator can use
his own judgment.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. There is no ques-
tion that politics was played and is being
played by those who insisted on bringing
the pending resolution to the floor of the
Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. In a moment I shall
yield. I wish to repeat what I said. If
any polities was being played, it was
being played by those who insisted on
making a field day out of something that
should have been thrown into the trash
can last night.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does not the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana believe
that every Member of the Senate wishes
to express his conscience and his judg-
ment on this important question?

Mr. CAPEHART. Perhaps that is a
fact. But there have been many times
when I would have liked to express an
opinion and to vote on very controversial
questions, some of which were very dear
to the able Senator from Florida—civil
rights legislation, for instance. But I
was denied the right to vote because the
hill was bottled up in committee. Sena-
tors did something yesterday which some
day may come home to plague them.

Mr. HOLLAND. I note that in his
preliminary remarks the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin said that time is
of the essence in this matter. Is there
any other way, except by a resounding
vote, permanently to dispose of the
matter, so that it will not be left to the
Senater from Wisconsin or to anyone
else to make a motion to bring out this
resolution from the committee, tomor-
row, or next month? Is there any other
way to dispose of it except by having the
Senate, as a whole, vote upon it?

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from
Florida knows that the junior Senator
from Wisconsin can tack his resolution
onto every bill introduced in the Senate
from now until we adjourn. We simply
broke down the custom of committees.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield further?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. If I can read the
Recorp correctly, what the Senator from
Wisconsin wanted was for the Senate of
the United States to have a chance to
vote on the question.

Mr, CAPEHART. Why give the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin everything he wants?
Why pay so much attention to the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to see that
the Senate is giving the Senator what he
wants in this matter. The Senator from
Wiseconsin wanted it, and every Senator
has the right to say “yea” or “nay” upon
it. I think the committee did a very

.wise thing in refusing to bottle up the

resolution and insisting on bringing it
to the floor where we shall be able to say
“yea” or “nay” and finally to dispose
of it.

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the able Senator
willing this afternoon, or tomorrow, to

.
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see the same procedure followed by any
other Senator on any other subject?

Mr. HOLLAND. Of course not.

Mr. CAPEHART. Then why favor the
junior Senator from Wisconsin, when
practically every Member of the Sen-
ate is opposed to his resolution, and each
of the 15 members of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is opposed to it?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this
matter is not an ordinary matter; it is
not a usual matter, It is not a joint
resolution or a bill or proposed statute
which will have to go to the President
for his signature. It calls solely for an
expression of the judgment of the Sen-
ate. Even if the Senator from Indiana
feels that he discharged his full duty
by voting as he did yesterday, I think
that with his usual generosity he should
realize that other Senators want to vote
on it, and this is the only way to do
i —

Mr. CAPEHART. Of course, many
Senators on many occasions would like
to have a right to vote on proposed
legislation.

Mr. BENDER, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. BENDER. I am sure it will be
gratifying to know that all Senators
may have an opportunity to express
themselves on FEPC legislation.

Mr. CAPEHART. I presume that the
majority party, with reference to civil
rights and every other piece of legis-
lation which may be proposed, will in-
sist that even though a committee votes
against it, it should be reported to the
Senate and Senators should be given the
right to vote on it.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield further?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The FEPC measure
has been reported and has been debated.
I believe that I spent 6 hours on it on
one occasion, and I am prepared to do
so again. But there was no desire to
bottle it up in committee, so that neither
the Senator from Indiana nor I could
be heard. Here is a matter having to
do with an important question of na-
tional policy in foreign affairs, addressed
solely to the judgment and consciences of
Senators.

Mr. CAPEHART. There is no inter-
est in this resolution, because practically
every Senator will vote against it. Every
member of the committee voted against
it. So there is no interest in it on the
part of Senators.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad fo hear
the Senator make that statement, but I
think the country will be better satis-
fied to hear the Senators answer “yea” or
“nay” when their names are called. I
believe Senators wish to have their
names called and to be recorded on the
resolution.

Mr. CAPEHART. The point is that we
established a new custom yesterday. If
I rise on the floor and submit a resolu-
tion or introduce a bill and say that I
wish it handled immediately—and I am
just as sincere about my resolution or
bill as is the junior Senator from Wis-
consin—is the majority going to insist
that even though every member of the

committee to which it is referred votes
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against it, it must come to the floor so -

that Senators may have an opportunity
to vote upon it?

Mr. BARKELEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 yield.

Mr. BARELEY. Is not the Senator
from Indiana afraid that by bringing
up the FEPC he is injecting politics into
the debate?

Mr, CAPEHART. No. Politics hasal-
ready been injected into it.

Mr. President, I shall not take any
more of the time of the Senate. It
may be that I am not warranted in being
serious about this question. Perhaps no
harm has come from it. I hope not.
But I did wish to make the record. Iam
not criticizing any Senator. I think the
able majority leader has done very well
in his handling of the situation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. CAPEHART. But I am opposed,
and I think every other Senator ought
to be opposed, to the Senate taking ac-
tion on a proposal to which a commit-
tee is unanimously opposed, and insist-
ing on violating the precedents and rules
of the Senate. I think it was unfortu-
nate, and I think it was unnecessary.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Indiana
yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen-
ator will look at the calendar which is
on his desk he will see that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service ad-
versely reported a nomination which was
before that committee for consideration.
That is not infrequent in connection
with a nomination, or in connection with
matters of high national importance on
which Senators feel they should be re-
corded. I refer to the case of the post-
master at Edgard, La. The committee
felt it was sufficiently important to have
the Senate act on the nomination. The
committee acted on the nomination ad-
versely. It was passed over this morning
because there may be some debate con-
cerning it.

Mr. CAPEHART. 1Is it customary for
the majority leader to go before a com-
mittee and ask, when he knows every
member of the committee is opposed to
a resolution, that it be reported to the
floor of the Senate unfavorably?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, first of all, the majority leader did
not go before a committee. The major-
ity leader was called and asked if he
would come to the committee, by a unan-
imous vote, I am told by the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Lancer]l. I
want to make that perfectly clear.

In the second place, it is not customary
to submit a resolution in the evening,
when it involves foreign policy, and de-
mand action by Thursday, and then have
the Senate do nothing about it.

The junior Senator from Wisconsin is
able, astute, and versatile enough to get
a yea-and-nay vote on his amendment
at any time he chooses to do so; and no
one understands that better than does
the Senator from Indiana. The junior
Senator from Wisconsin informed me
that that was exactly what he expected
to do.
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I asked him to wait until we could get
the recommendation of our experts in
that field. He agreed to do so.

The majority leader would have been
in this strange position if he had follow-
ed any course save the one he followed:
The junior Senator from Wisconsin
might have said, “On Monday evening
the majority leader agreed that the reso-
lution would be referred to the commit-
tee. He said he had no desire to prevent
any Senator from recording himself on
it. But as soon as he had got the reso-
lution in to the safe habitat of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, the ‘striped
pants’ boys from the State Department
lowered the boom on it. So the resolu-
tion is exactly where all the rest of my
resolutions are. Senators do not have
the right to vote on it, and the country
does not have the right to see where
their Senators stand.”

Mr. President, I have been through the
kindergarten. I knew what the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin might have said the
next day if I had engaged in any maneu-
vering or in any clever tactics to take the
broom and sweep the resolution under
the rug.

I wanted to protect the President of
the United States more than I wanted
to protect any individual Senator. So
far as I am informed, there are very few
individual members who are not willing,
with their chins up and chests out, to
march down the line and say, “This is
what I believe about the resolution.”

Mr. CAPEHART. I stated that pub-
licly to the press—every member of it—
at the beginning of my talk.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the
Senator from Indiana object to every
other Senator having the same right?

Mr. CAPEHART. I have no objection
whatsoever, except that the majority
leader broke the custom.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Oh, no.

Mr. CAPEHART. Why does the Sen-
ator give the able junior Senator from
Wisconsin all that he asks for? Will
the Senator from Texas give me the
same consideration? Will he do the
same for me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It depends
on what the Senator asks for.

Mr. CAPEHART. Why does the
majority leader pay so much attention
to the junior Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It depends
on what the Senator asks. I do not re-
call many instances when I have not
gone along with the Senator from In-
diana on purely procedural matters. He
is a delightful person and a very progres-
sive Senator. I was amazed last year
at the fine work done by his committee,
as I told him on several occasions. He
and the late Senator Maybank, of South
Carolina, one of my most beloved friends,
were most cooperative.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
have the floor.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. They
achieved great accomplishments for the
country. I should be inclined to go
along with the Senator if his requests
were fair,

Mr. CAPEHART. I like the majority
leader, and I appreciate his compli-
ments; but let us get back to the subject.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The sub-
ject was, Would the Senator from Texas
do what the Senator from Indiana
wanted him to do? Until the Senator
from Texas is informed of the wishes of
the Senator from Indiana, the Senator
from Texas is unable to reply. But I
simply wanted to say that I have a very
high opinion of the able Senator.

Mr. CAPEHART. The able Senator
from Texas knows he could not comply
with the requests of 95 other Senators.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. That would
depend upon the requests. I would try
my best to do so.

Mr. CAPEHART. The majority lead-
er knows that under the committee sys-
tem, proposed legislation is referred to
committees. The majority leader right-
1y insisted on the floor of the Senate, the
night before last, that the resolution be
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations for its consideration.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the
Senator from Indiana know what the
majority leader was told when he did so?

Mr. CAPEHART. Just a minute. I
was not present on Monday evening, but
I have read the Recorp. I think every
Senator understood that if the commit-
tee voted unfavorably, that would end
the matter; if the committee voted to
table the resolution, that would end the
matter.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No; there
was no statement to that effect. The
Senator from Indiana has not read the
Recorp carefully. When the Senator
from Texas suggested that the resolu-
tion be referred to the committee, he
was reminded by the distinguished au-
thor of the resolution that the Senator
from Wisconsin had also had other
measures referred to that committee,
of which the Senator from Indiana is
a member. The majority leader was re-
minded of the votes in that committee;
and the reason the junior Senator from
Wisconsin did not want his resolution
to be referred to the committee was that
he felt the committee would not take
action.

I take a lot of criticism, but I never
thought for a moment that the majority
leader, who represents the Democratic
Party, would be publicly criticized by
Republicans for complying with a de-
mand from the other side of the aisle
for a yea-and-nay vote.

Mr. CAPEHART. There was no de-
mand to be given a yea-and-nay vote.
The majority leader insisted that the
regular procedure or routine be fol-
lowed, and that the resolution be re-
ferred to the committee. If it was not
intended to have the Senate abide by
the decision of the committee, when
every member of the committee was op-
posed to the resolution, why was the
resolution referred to the committee?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Because
the Senator from Texas said, then and
there, that he wanted recommendations
from the committee, whatever those rec-
ommendations might be.

Mr, CAPEHART. The committee
made its recommendations. It said,
“We are against the resolution.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I express
the hope that the Senate is prepared
to follow those recommendations.
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‘Mr. CAPEHART. I feel certain the
Senate will. I know the senior Senator
from Indiana will follow them.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I cannot
understand why the Senator from In=-
diana objects to following the recom-
mendations of his own committee, and
to permitting the entire Senate to give
a great vote of confidence, not only to
the Republican President and the Re-
publican Secretary of State, but also to
the Republican and Democrati¢c mem-
bers of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, as well.

Mr. CAPEHART. It was the wish of
the President that the resolution be
tabled in committee. That fact was
brought to the attention of the com-
mittee.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have had
conversations with the President on an
oceasion or two, but I was not informed
by the President that he desired to have
the resolution tabled in the committee.
I am glad to know that the Senator from
Indiana feels that he can make that
statement.

But I wish to remind the Senator, and
recall to his vivid memory, a lecture
which the Senator from Texas received
one evening on the floor from the very
able Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLI-
KIn], when I asked him if the President
felt the tax bill ought to pass.

In his own inimitable way, the Sena-
tor from Colorado left his desk, marched
down the aisle, and said, “Thank God, I
do not have 4o run to a telephone booth
and call the White House to find out
what the procedure in the Senate should
be."”

I simply feed those words of the Sen-
ator from Colorado back into the teeth
of the Senator from Indiana. [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. For the purpose of
the record, and lest there be any mis-
understanding, the minority leader re-
ported to the committee on yesterday
that he had discussed with the President
the various alternatives which were un-
der consideration by the committee. I
gave the President what I felt were co-
gent reasons for handling the situation
in a way which I though would cause the
least damage to the country. I think I
have already said that I happened to dif-
fer with the Senator from Indiana mere-
ly in the approach. I told both the Act-
ing Secretary of State and the President
that I intended to make a motion to
table. My understanding was that it was
their judgment that if it was the decision
of the committee to proceed in that way,
that would be entirely satisfactory to
them. That is what I reported to the
committee,

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from
California so stated before the commit-
tee.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Ido not wish
to be placed in the position of saying
that the President, the Secretary of
State, and the Acting Secretary of State
did not make their views known on the
proper method of procedure in voting in
the Senate committee. I think I violate
no confidence when I say that at 12:15 or
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12:20 yesterday afternoon, after having
attempted to reach the Acting Secretary
of State for a considerable period of time
on a very important matter, and after
having been informed that he had an
appointment that afternoon, and would
be unable to appear before the commit-
tee on what I considered to be a vitally
important matter, I insisted on talking
to the Acting Secretary of State, and
did so.

I was informed that the resolution was
opposed by not only the Acting Secretary
of State, but also by all the other assist-
ant secretaries of State—Mr. Henderson,
Mr. Murphy, Mr. Morton, and others.

I did not discuss with them the ques-
tion of tabling the resolution, because no
one had raised the question at that point.
But I felt very much as the Senator from
Colorado felt on another occasion.

At 12:20 p. m. yesterday I outlined my
views to the President, as did the minor-
ity leader, evidently.

I said to the President, “The resolu-
tion is pending. Charges have bheen
made that it will be buried; that it will
be referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations”—of which the senior Senator
from Indiana is a member—"“and will
stay there. I think that would be a mis-
take. Therefore, I have asked the mi-
nority leader to join with me, and he has
joined with me, in having a very prompt
hearing.

“I am going back to the Hill, and we
are going to have that hearing. I hope
it may be possible to get the record of
the hearings and the report printed
promptly, because the junior Senator
from Wisconsin wants action before
Thursday. I feel that I am morally
bound and that the spirit of my assur-
ance is to get that action.”

That was my statement to the Presi-
dent. If the Senator from Indiana will
cooperate we will get that action.

The President did not presume to say
to me, “Senator, I think it would be a
bad mistake if you moved adversely or
favorably, or made a motion to table,”
because while the President is a man of
great background and experience and
long service in the Government, actually
none of that experience, as far as I know,
was in a legislative body, and certainly
not in the Senate,

Mr. CAPEHART. The majority lead-
er did exactly what he just stated. I
think he did an excellent job in bring-
ing the resolution to the attention of the
Foreign Relations Committee. The com-
mittee held public hearings. It listened
to all witnesses who cared to be heard.
I remember the chairman of the com-
mittee asked in publie, before the repre-
sentatives of the press, “Does anybody
else wish to be heard?” Then the com-
mittee went into executive session. It
was the vote of every member of the
committee that the resolution should be
defeated.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. I notice in the report
that the distinguished Senator from In-
diana himself voted to report the resolu-
tion to the Senate adversely.

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct.
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Mr. LANGER. Now he is “squawking”
because the resolution is before the Sen-
ate.

Mr. CAPEHART. The able Senator
knows that in the committee the mi-
nority leader made a motion to table the
resolution. He knows the votewas8to 7
against tabling. He likewise knows the
senior Senator from Indiana was opposed
to the resolution, because he had said so
publicly. He likewise knew no Senator
would vote to report the resolution ad-
versely unless he was against it. The
Senator is simply being technical.

Mr. LANGER. The fact is that the
distinguished Senator from Indiana him-
self voted to report the resolution to the
Senate.

Mr. CAPEHART. All who were pres-
ent so voted.

Mr. LANGER. Oh, no; I voted the

other way. I was not there on the first
vote.

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator was
not there.

Mr. LANGER. When it was all over,
I voted against reporting the resolution
adversely.

Mr. CAPEHART. The fact of the
matter is the Senator from North Dakota
was not present when the vote was taken.
He did not vote one way or the other.
Through the goodness of the Senator
from Indiana, he was able to record his
vote, because I made a motion, as the
able chairman knows, that the Senator
from North Dakota be permitted to

record his vote at a later date. I am sure
the Senator appreciates that.
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Ervin in the chair). Does the Senator
from Indiana yield to the Senator from

Oregon?
Mr. CAPEHART. Iyield.
Mr. MORSE. I wish to clear up what

may be a misunderstanding in my own
recollection of the matter. Did I cor-
rectly understand the Senator from
Indiana to say the President of the

United States wanted the resolution
tabled?
Mr. CAPEHART. No; I said the

minority leader, who is a member of the
Foreign Relations Committee, said the
President would like to see the resolution
tabled, or he used some such words.
There is not a member of the committee
who does not remember hearing that.

Mr. MORSE. I listened to the Sen-
ator from California, and I thought the
language used by the Senator from Cali-
fornia did not go nearly so far as did
the language used by the Senator from
Indiana. The Senator from California
proceeded to report what he had said
to the President of the United States,
but I do not think that report is subject
to the interpretation that the President
of the United States wanted to have the
resolution tabled or urged that that be
done. I do not think the statement of
the Senator from California—at least,
what was said in my hearing—implied
that the President of the United States
rendered a judgment as to the procedure
he would prefer to have the committee
follow.

Mr. CAPEHART. The President of
the United States is opposed to the reso-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lution. The substance of the remarks
of the able Senator from California was
that the President would like to see the
resolution tabled, or handled as quickly
as possible, and gotten rid of. That was
my position yesterday. It is my posi-
tion today.

As I said a moment ago, the matter
was handled properly by the majority
leader. The resolution was referred to
the committee. The committee held
public hearings. The committee went
into executive sessions. The committee
was opposed to the resolution. All
members were opposed to the resolution.

I have made these remarks only be-
cause I wish the Recorp to show that I
do not think there should be any break-
down in our committee system, or any
breakdown in the customs or the rules
of the Senate, in order to take advantage
of someone. That is my point.

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator from
Indiana will permit me to say so, the
Senator from California can speak for
himself, but I do not think the Senator
from California made a statement on
the record which would be subject to
the interpretation that the President
passed judgment on the procedure which
should be followed by the committee in
handling the resolution.

Mr. CAPEHART. I did not intend to
say he did. I cannot read the Presi-
dent’s mind. My best judgment is that
the President’s thoughts were, “Get rid
of it as quickly as possible.” That is
what we should have done yesterday
afternoon.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator left me
with the impression that the President
expressed his judgment on the proce-
dure which should be followed.

Mr. CAPEHART. I was referring only
to what was said in the committee, which
should have been reported.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to take a few minutes on the
resolution in order to express my views
concerning it. As a member of the For-
eign Relations Committee, I participated
in the meeting of yesterday and voted to
table the resolution because I thought
that was, in the long run, the most effec-
tive and the least harmful method which
presented itself to us of handling it.

I stated in committee that I was op-
posed to the resolution because I thought
it was not timely, because, as I said,
coming at this late date, on the eve of the
exploratory conference at San Fran-
cisco, the resolution could do nothing but
harm if it were adopted.

After the motion to table was rejected
by a vote of 8 to 7 the vote came on re-
porting the resolution to the Senate ad-
versely. I had no other course than to
vote to report the resolution adversely,
because that is the way I felt about the
resolution, having been on the side that
was defeated on the motion to table it.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. 1 yield for a
question.

Mr. McCARTHY. I gather that the
Senator felt yesterday that the resolu=-
tion as worded would tie the President's
hands too much. I have an amendment
which I think meets the objections which
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the Senator had in mind. I wonder if he
is aware of the terms of the amendment
I have offered.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. A copy of it
has just been handed to me. I have not
read it. I have not had a chance to study
it. I shall look at it.

Mr. McCARTHY. I may say to the
Senator that, to my mind, this is one
of the most important actions this body
will take for a long time. I know the
resolution is slated for defeat because,
knowing the history of the Democrat
Party for the past 20 years, I know my
friends on the Democrat side of the aisle
will vote against anything other than
appeasement and surrender. I know
tkere will be a solid Democrat vote
against the resolution.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARTHY. So I address my
remarks principally to the Republicans.
I should like to know if the Senator from
Iowa does not feel that the resolution
merely confirms what Under Secretary
of State Hoover said the President favors.
He said he felt the President and the
Secretary of State were in complete sym-
pathy with the ultimate objective of
Senate Resolution 116. This resolution
merely provides that the Senate shall
express itself as being also in favor of
the ultimate humanitarian objective of
Senate Resolution 116.

Before the Senator answers the ques-
tion, I should like to call attention to
the Republican platform upon which we
were elected, and which stated that the
President and the Congress would make
clear how the United States felt about
the liberation of the countries behind
the Iron Curtain. I wonder if the Sena-
tor will find in the amended resolution
anything obnoxious to that provision of
the Republican platform.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall dis-
cuss that in a moment. I have not had
an opportunity to study the amendment
to the resolution, especially the “where-
ases,” which I wish to mention.

But, Mr. President, for fear that silence
on my part might be interpreted as as-
sent, I wish to say that I do not agree
with the junior Senator from Wisconsin
that, by and large, the Democratic Mem-
bers of this body are in favor of appease-
ment in respect to communism. I do
not desire to quarrel with the Senator
from Wisconsin and I do not suppose
he meant that what he said should be
interpreted in quite the way it sounded.
But I wish to say that I have the great-
est confidence in and respect for my
Democratic colleagues, and I would be
the last to say that any Democratic
Member of the Senate is an appeaser,
insofar as communism is concerned. On
occasion I disagree with my Democratic
colleagues on matters of policy, but I
believe the differences of opinion are
honest ones.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield to me?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I said that over the
past 20 years the Democratic Party has
been a party of appeasement; and I think
the Democratic Senators will go straight
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down the line, again, in opposing adop-
tion of the resolution. That is a pre-
diction which will be proven either true
or false before the afternoon is over.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not intend to become involved
in a discussion of political philosophy
this afternoon. Ibelieve the Democratic
Members of the Senate are perfectly
capable of presenting their own views,
so I shall neither attack nor defend their
position, because of their own well-
known ability to speak for themselves.

Mr. President, if I have to vote on the
resolution, I expect to vote against it;
but I do not wish to be accused of being
an appeaser of communism; I do not
wish to be understood as taking any such
position.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mryr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield further to
me?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I was a little sur-
prised at what the Senator from Towa
said. First, he said he had not read the
amended resolution. Now he says he
will vote against it. How can the Sen-
ator from Iowa decide that he will vote
against it before he reads it? Will he
please read it before he announces his
position?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I shall conduct my affairs in my own
way, let me say for the information of
the junior Senator from Wisconsin, I
chall read the amendment in my own
time; and I shall make up my own mind
after I have read the amendment and
after I know what is before the Senate.

I am speaking of the resolution which
was submitted to the Senate, and was
acted upon by the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee; that is what I wish to
discuss at the moment.

I understand that the resolution is one
of emotion. By that, I mean it goes
deeply into the political philosophies of
the world—in particular, of the Iron
Curtain countries—and of communism,
and it includes our attitude toward free
institutions. The resolution is an im-
portant one; but I feel that it proposes
a rather unusual procedure and one
which I do not believe will serve the best
interests of the country.

I desire to state my reasons for making
that statement. First of all, let me say
that I do not believe any Member of the
Senate disagrees with the objectives gen-
erally outlined in the resolution. In
other words, all of us would like to see
freedom obtained for the captive coun-
tries. We wish to see the present satel-
lite countries attain the righs of self-
determination. We wish to see com-
munism and the slavery it imposes
eliminated from the world. We are con-
sistent in that view,; a view which I be-
lieve is unanimously entertained by the
Senate. I have no idea that any Mem-
ber of the Senate deviates from it or fails
to endorse the ambitions of captive
countries for freedom.

But, Mr. President, here is the situa-
tion in which we find ourselves: An ex-
ploratory series of conversations is either
being held at the present time or will be
begun tomorrow. Those exploratory
conversations are for the purpose of out-
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lining an area within which discussions
can be held next month at Geneva.

I am frank to say, as I said yesterday
in the Foreign Relations Committee, that
if a resclution of this kird—perhaps not
one in the same words, but a resolution
expressing the sentiment or the sense of
the Senate on this subject or on any
other important subject which claims
the attention of the country—had been
submitted some months ago, before we
were right up “against the gun,” if you
please, because of the imminence of a
great international conference, I would
Have been perfectly willing at that time,
before we were in a position in which
we could be embarrassed, to have the
Senate express its sentiments concerning
political or international philosophy.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. Is not the Senator
from Iowa aware of the fact that the
resolution could not have been presented
months ago because, to begin with, it
was unthinkable that such a conference
would be held. The President said it
would not be. Second, after the Presi-
dent decided that the conference could
proceed, I am sure the Senator from
Iowa will agree that it was unthinkable
that we would consent not to discuss
the satellite nations. It was only within
the last week that those in the Kremlin
said they would not discuss the satellite
nations—in other words, anything which
might benefit the free world. Therefore,
it was impossible for me to present the
resolution before the last 3 or 4 days:
and I presented it as quickly as possible
after that announcement by the Krem-
lin, and after the statement by Secretary
Dulles.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I understand
the reasoning of the Senator from Wis-
consin on that score. If one accepts the
premises of the Senator from Wisconsin,
his reasoning has considerable merit to
it. I do not necessarily accept all the
preinises upon which he bases his rea-
soniug,

But, Mr. President, be that as it may,
the resolution has been submitted. I
feel that nothing would be accomplished
if it were adopted by the Senate. Worthy
as the sentiment may be, I feel that the
resolution would do nothing but com-
pletely hamper, and probably throw a
complete roadblock in the path of, the
President of the United States and the
Secretary of State, insofar as the lati-
tude and the freedom of their ability
to negotiate and discuss at the meeting
or meetings are concerned.

Furthermore, we have the assurance
of the Secretary of State that we can
discuss, and that we are not precluded
from discussing, and that we have the
right to discuss, the matter of the Iron
Curtain countries and their satellites and
their freedom.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield again to me?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. Isthe Senator from
TIowa now discussing the resolution which
he considered in the committee yester-
day, or is he now discussing the amended
resolution?
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am discuss-
ing the inadvisability of adopting at this
time a resolution which would tend to
circumscribe a great area of the nego-
tiating opportunities or privileges or
competence, for instance, of the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State. In a
moment I shall discuss the details, and
then I shall be willing to try to discuss
the amendment the Senator from Wis-
consin proposes to offer.

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me suggest to
the Senator from Iowa that the Under
Secretary of State said the President was
“in complete sympathy with the ultimate
humanitarian objective of Senate Reso-
lution 116.”

I merely wish the Senate to go on
record now as also being in sympathy
with the objective of freeing the satellite
nations, and to have the Senate go on
record as agreeing with the President.

In what way shall we circumscribe the
President’s activities or tie his hands, if
we go on record by adopting the resolu-
tion at this time, and if we thus show
how the Senate feels in regard to this
all-important subject?

If the Senate goes on record now as
not being in sympathy with the objec-
tive of Senate Resolution 116, the Senate
will be telling the satellite nations that
it does not favor their ultimate freedom.

Will the Senator from Iowa please con-
fine himself to the measure which will be
before the Senate, namely, not the reso-
lution which was before the Foreign Re-
lations Committee on yesterday, but the
amendment? I changed the resolution
in order to try to meet the objections
of the Senator from Iowa, the Senator
from California, and other Senators. So
we shall be wasting our time if we discuss
the resolution which was considered yes-
terday by the committee because that
measure will not be before the Senate for
vote today.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
at this time my objections go to the
mechanical principle involved at this
moment rather than to verbiage.

On yesterday I voted and did whatever
else I could in the Foreign Relations
Committee to try to get the committee—
which was unanimously opposed to
adoption of the resolution, at least at this
time—to end the controversy right there
and to table the resolution.

That would have been effective action
and it would have been decisive. The
unanimous vote of the Foreign Relations
Committee to table the resolution in the
committee would have been committee
action in its ordinary and customary
province and it would have ended the
controversy.

I had certain reasons for my position.
One might well ask, if I am opposed to
the resolution, why I do not wish to vote
“nay” on the resolution if it comes to
a vote. I shall vote “nay” if I must
vote on the resolution, but I would rather

not. I think it would be ill-advised to
bring it to a vote. I shall state my
reasons.

I refer, first, to the “whereas” clauses
of the'resolution. I realize that there
has been a modification and that the
“whereas” clauses have been deleted, but
I am giving my reasons for my vote of
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yesterday. The first “whereas” clause
reads as follows:

Whereas under the Constitution of the
United States, the Congress and more "par=
ticularly the Senate, has concurrent respon-
sibility with the executive branch for the
formulation of the international policies of
the United States,

I do not agree with that “whereas”
in full. I think we have responsibilities
in the Senate in connection with many
phases of foreign poliey, but I could not
support that “whereas” clause as thus
stated.

The second “whereas” clause con-
tained in the resolution of yesterday
reads as follows:

Whereas the safety, peace, and independ-
ence of the United States are seriously
threatened by the aggressive world Commu-
nist movement under the leadership of the
Soviet Union.

I agree with that; but let me suggest
that an overwhelming “nay™ vote on
this resolution by the Senate of the
United States, with those words in the
resolution, would put a propaganda
weapon in the hands of every Commu-
nist country in the world. They would
say, “Look at the great Senate of the
United States. It votes ‘nay’ and denies
that the safety, peace, and independ-
ence of the United States are seriously
threatened by the aggressive world Com-
munist movement under the leadership
of the Soviet Union.”

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. THYE. The statement of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa answers
the question as to the dangers with
which we are faced propagandawise,
The Russians could make use of this
resolution in trying to prove that we are
not honest, and that we are not en-
deavoring to reestablish the sovereignly
of the satellite nations. The Senator is
touching upon the question in a most
important manner. I see all the dangers
involved, and I am most unhappy that
such a resolution is before the Senate.

Mr. HICKEENLOOPER. I thank the
Senator, I raised that very question
yesterday in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee with regard to these provisions. I
expect to place my reasons in the
REecorp, to explain my position today.

The third “whereas” clause reads as
follows:

Whereas the United States is pledged to
seek the freedom of the millions of people
who have already been enslaved by the world
Communist movement.

That “whereas” clause was in the reso-
lution yesterday. A “nay” vote on the
resolution on the floor of the Senate
would place a propaganda weapon in
the hands of every Communist nation
and satellite. They would say, “The
Senate of the United States voted ‘nay’
on the statement, ‘Whereas the United

States is pledged to seek the freedom of

the millions of people who have already
been enslaved by the world Comymunist
movement’.”

The fourth “whereas’” clause reads as
follows:

Whereas the safety, peace, and independ-
ence of the United States can never be per=
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manently secured, nor the goal of the United
States to obtain the freedom of oppressed
peoples realized, so long as certain areas of
the world remain under Communist control;
namely, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria, Rumania,
Albania, Eastern Germany, Northern EKorea,
Northern Indochina, China, and the Soviet
Union.

That is an affirmative declaration that
the safety and peace of the world cannot
be assured so long as certain areas of the
world remain under Communist control.
That declaration would be negated by a
vote of “nay” in the Senate. If the great
Senate of the United States votes “nay”
overwhelmingly on that declaration,
what a propaganda weapon will be placed
in the hands of the most astute propa-
ganda users the world has ever seen.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr., HICKEENLOOPER. Let me con-
clude with the “whereas” clauses.

Mr. McCARTHY. I have a point to
make in that connection. I think the
Senator from Iowa has made a very
good point. He makes the point very
well, and I agree with everything he has
said about the propaganda weapon which
would be placed in the hands of Com-
munists if the Senate should vote “nay”
on this resolution. I know what will
happen today. I know that there will
be a “nay” vote. I know that there will
be a solid Democrat vote. I know that,
following the leadership of the minority
leader, the administration supporters
will vote “nay.” Therefore we shall be
giving the Communists a great propa-
ganda weapon. We shall be discourag-
ing the peoples of the satellite countries.
They will think we have abandoned them
because of the vote in the Senate. For
that reason, I ask unanimous consent to
withdraw the resolution.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I did not yield for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. MTr. President,
I have the floor. I did not yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND, I withdraw the
suggestion.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thought the Sen-
ator from Iowa had yielded.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yielded for
a question. I did not yield for the trans-
action of business.

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
from Iowa yield so that I may make a
unanimous consent request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair rules that, inasmuch as the Sen-
ator from Iowa did not yield for the pur-
pose of permitting the Senator from Wis-
consin to make a unanimous-consent re-
quest, such unanimous-consent request
is out of order.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for that purpose?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr, Presi-
dent, I believe I have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa has the floor.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With all due
respect, I should be glad to yield, except
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that I wish, in another 7 or 10 minutes, to
make my position clear as to what I think
the action of the Senate should be. I
shall then yield the floor, or yield to the
Senator from Wisconsin for the purpose
for which he asks me to yield.
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
I yield for a

Mr. HICKENLOOPER.
question.

Mr. McCARTHY. I wholeheartedly
agree with what the Senator says. If
we vote ‘“nay” we shall be giving the
Communists a powerful propaganda
weapon. There is no reason why we
should vote “nay.” We should have
“guts” enough to stand up and vote
“yea.” But I know what is going on
today. I know that there will be a solid
vote on the other side of the aisle. The
administration supporters on this side
of the aisle will vote “nay.” There is
no question about that. Such a vote
could be disastrous to the morale of the
underground in the occupied countries.
That is the reason why I asked the Sen-
ator from Iowa to yield to me for the
purpose of permitting me to withdraw
the resolution.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I desire to
round out my statement for the REcorp.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield for a
question.

Mr. THYE. I wish to make it erystal
clear that I am not motivated to follow
either the minority leader or the ad-
ministration. My mind was made up
on this question when the resolution was
first submitted. I determined to vote
“nay.” I would have voted “nay” that
night. I would vote “nay” today. My
conscience dictates a vote of “nay” any
time an attempt is made to tie the hands
of the President and the Secretary of
State.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to
confirm what the Senator from Minne-
sota said the other night when he was
acting as minority leader.

I should like to observe, in passing,
that if the prediction of the Senator from
Wisconsin is correct, and if there is a
substantially unanimous vote “nay” to=-
day, I know of no reason why a unani-
mous “nay” vote should be interpreted
as being disastrous to the country, par-
ticularly when such unanimous vote ex-
presses confidence in the constitutional
authorities of the country.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall come
to that point in just a moment.

I believe that if the resolution, even
as modified by the Senator from Wis-
consin earlier in the day, should come
to a vote, I would be bound to vote
against the resolution, as modified, or
any other resolution of this kind at this
stage in the negotiation proceedings. I
am bound to vote “nay,” because I think
the resolution should not be approved.

However, the reason I think it should
not be approved will never get behind
the Iron Curtain. None of the explana=-
tions made on the floor of the Senate
and appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL
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Recorp, including high-sounding, sin-
cere, and complimentary terms which
have been used about protecting the
President of the United States and up-
holding his hand, the expressions in con-
demnation of Soviet slavery, and so
forth, will ever get behind the Iron Cur-
tain—not for one second.

The only thing that will get behind the
Iron Curtain is the modified resolution
which now states:

Whereas the Under Secretary of State,
Mr. Herbert Hoover, Jr., on June 21, 1955,
informed the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations as follows: “I feel certain that the
President and the Secretary of State are in
complete sympathy with the ultimate hu-
manitarian objective of Senate Resolution
116": Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate is also in sym-
pathy with the ultimate humanitarian ob-
jectives of Senate Resolution 116.

That will get behind the Iron Curtain.
The record vote of 85 to 1 or to 2, or
85 to 0, or whatever the vote may be,
will get behind the Iron Curtain, and
the propaganda mills will start grinding
out: *“This is what the real sentiment
of the Senate of the United States is.”

The people behind the Iron Curtain
will never hear the eloguent words of the
distinguished Senator from Texas or of
the distinguished Senator from Califor-
nia, or of the other Members of the Sen-
ate who said, “I am against this resolu-
tion because it is procedurally wrong.”

That will never get behind the Iron
Curtain. A vote “nay" against the ver-
biage of the resolution will be a propa-
ganda weapon, as I said a moment ago,
and will be used by the greatest and most
skilled propagandists the world has ever
known.

That is why I voted yesterday, and I
urged the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions to vote, to table the resolution, so
that there would not be a negative vote
on the humanitarian principles an-
nounced in the resolution. That is why
I hoped the committee would table it.

That is why I hope—although I have
mno intention at this moment to make a
motion to table the resolution—the lead-
ership in the Senate, if we must come to
a final vote on the resolution, will sup-
port a motion to table it and thus keep
a vote of “nay” from being used by the
propaganda agencies of the Communist

POwWers.

I think that is fundamental. If we
fail to table the resolution—if we must
act on the resolution at all—and if the
‘Senate must vote, when most of us are
impelled to vote “nay” on a procedural
matter, we will be doing a disservice to
the whole psychology of freedom in the
places in the world where today the
Communist propaganda is most effec-
tive. That is about all I wanted to say.
I have practically concluded my remarks.

Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall yield
in a moment. After we were defeated in
the Foreign Relations Committee yester-
day on a motion to solve the problem by
settling it in committee—and I am not
im by the argument that if we
vote “nay” it will end the matter—
someone pointed out that the Senator
from Wisconsin could attach the resolu-
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tion to every piece of legislation that
comes before the Senate from now until
adjournment day.

If we had voted to table the resolution
in committee yesterday, and if there-
after a Senator had made a motion to
discharge the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations and to bring the resolution to the
floor of the Senate, the matter could
have been handled without debate by a
motion being made on the floor of the
Senate to table the motion to discharge
the Committee, and the issue could have
been met in that way.

However, the point I tried to get across
yesterday, as did some other Senators,
was that if we tabled tre resolution in
the Committee on Foreign Relations, we
would not be committing the Senate to a
misunderstood vote. I feel very deeply
about it.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I willsay that it will
not be a misunderstood vote. On the
contrary, it will be understood. The res-
olution is very clear. I quote it:

Whereas the Under Secretary of State, Mr,
Herbert Hoover, Jr., on June 21, 1955, in-
formed the Senate Committee on Foreign Re-
lations as follows: “I feel certain that the
President and the Secretary of State are in
complete sympathy with the ultimate hu-
manitarian objective of Senate Resolution
116": Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate is also in sym-
pathy with the ultimate humanitarian ob-
jective of Senate Resolution 116,

The Senator from Iowa says he will
vote “no” because of the procedure in-
volved. I wonder what procedure he has
in mind. When he ran for reelection he
ran on the platform which had as one
of its planks:

It will be made clear, on the highest au-
thority of the President and the Congress,
that United States policy, as one of its peace-
ful purposes, looks happily forward to the
genuine independence of those captive
peoples.

The Senator from Iowa ran on that
platform. He has not repudiated it.
Now he says he objects to the procedure.
The procedure here is in complete line

with all the rules of the Senate. The
resolution was submitted. It was re-
ferred to the committee. It was ad-

versely reported by the committee. I
have modified the resolution to try to
meet the objections of the committee. I
wonder what the Senator from Iowa has
in mind when he says he will vote “nay”
because of procedure.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. We have had
every assurance as to how the President
feels and as to how the Secretary of
State feels. We know in general what
their attitudes are. They feel just as
keenly on this matter as does the Senate.
I said at the outset—I do not know
whether the Senator from Wisconsin was
present at the time—that I thought it
was largely the untimeliness of the reso-
lution which caused concern. I said if
prior to the ecalling of the conference
the issue had been discussed and the
Senate had desired to express itself as
to its attitude, it would have been proper.
We have voted before on resolutions ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate in ad-
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vance of some happening in the future
involving questions of policy. There is
ample precedent for it. We have a right
to do it. I do not deny that we have the
right to do it. But at this moment, I
feel we are right in the middle of the
stream, so to speak. The program has
already been launched. The negotia-
tions are underway. People from all
over the world are in San Francisco in
connection with this program. I feel
that any attempted direction at this
time by the Senate would be a disservice
in that it would hamper the negotiating
ability and limit the latitude of the
President and the Secretary of State.

I am about to keep my word to the
Senator from Wisconsin. I said a mo-
ment ago that I had hoped this resolu-
tion would be tabled in the Commitiee
on Foreign Relations. If it proceeds to
a vote in the Senate, I hope very ear-
nestly that the leadership will agree that
the proper procedure—and it would be
a procedure under which every Member
of the Senate could express himself, and
by a record vote, too—will be to take the
route of tabling this measure. Every
Member of the Senate could vote on it
and he could express himself. His vote
would not be misunderstood as a vote
against the principles for which we gen-
erally stand and of which we approve.
That is the procedure I had hoped we
would take, and I still hope we will take
it. It is one we could take in order to
express ourselves on the procedural
aspect, and it would not give to the
Kremlin propaganda documents to be
waved throughout the satellite countries.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. InamomentI
shall be glad to yield. I said to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin a moment ago that
when'I finished my feeble attempt to
explain my position I would then be glad
to yield to him for the purpose of having
him ask unanimous consent to with-
draw his resolution, as he mentioned a
moment ago he desires to do, if he still
desires to do so.

Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall ask the Sen-
ator from Iowa to yield for that pur-
pose in a moment. First I should like
to ask the Senator a question. He said
the resolution expresses sentiments
which most of the Members of the Senate
approve. I should like to know what
there is in the resolution to which the
Senator objects. What part of the reso-
lution is objectionable?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is the pro=
cedure.

Mr, McCARTHY. In the resolution
we would say that we are in sympathy
with freeing the satellite nations. If we
are not in sympathy with that, we should
vote “nay.” If we are in sympathy with
freeing them, we should vote “yea.” We
are in no way tying the President’s hands.
We are merely telling him how the Sen-
ate feels. Under Secretary of State Her-
bert Hoover, Jr., said that the President
was in sympathy with the humanitarian
objective of Senate Resolution 116. Why
is this resolution so objectionable to the
Senator from Iowa? The Senator says
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it was untimely. I say to the Senator
that I could not have submitted the reso-
lution before the Big Four Conference
was decided on, and it would not have
been timely to have submitted it until
after the Secretary of State, Mr. Dulles,
had made his statement about the satel-
lite countries and the Kremlin leaders
had made their reply.

What the resolution seeks to do is
what the Republicans in their platform
said they would do. We made a solemn
contract with the American people. We
said we would make it clear how Con-
gress felt—not how the President felf,
but how Congress felt—about these in-
ternational problems. What is there in
this resolution that is objectionable?
What is there in it against which the
Senator feels he must vote?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. We would be
injecting ourselves into one phase of the
negotiations, when we have the positive
assurance of the State Department that
these very matters can be and, no doubt,
will be taken up in the discussion.

Mr. McCARTHY. What will a “nay”
vote do to the satellite nations?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It will give
them a propaganda weapon which I
should not like to see them have. If I
have the floor, and the Senator from
Wisconsin asks unanimous consent to
withdraw his resolution, I anticipate
there is a fair chance his unanimous-
consent request will be granted and there
will be no vote on the resolution. I hope
there will be no vote on it.

I think the question has been suffi-
ciently aired. The sentiments of Sen-
ators on bhoth sides of the aisle have
been adequately expressed. 1 think the
intense interest in this subject will be
very well impressed upon the Secretary
of State, if it has not been already im-
pressed upon him by his own experi-
ence, as I have no doubt it has been.
The Senator from Wisconsin may have
done a service to the country by bring-
ing it to the attention of the country.
If we have to vote, I would rather vote
on the question of tabling the resolu-
tion. But I earnestly hope the Senator
from Wisconsin may see fit to withdraw
the resolution.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
have been impressed by some of the re-
marks made by the Senator from Iowa,
namely, his eargument that a “nay” vote
will supply a great propaganda weapon
to the Communists. It will also dampen
the spirit of the underground in the
satellite nations.

I know there will be a “nay” vote, be-
cause I know the Democrats will vote
as a party en bloc in line with 20 years
of past history. I know that under the
leadership of the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. EnowLanp] a great many
Republicans will vote against the res-
olution—but without any reason for so
voting, as all of them agree that the res-
olution expresses the sentiments of the
Senate. Yet, for some unknown reason,
they will vote against it. We will be
saying that the United States Senate
does not have any sympathy for the un-
derground in the satellite nations, and

" campaign promise.
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;loes not feel those nations should be
ree.

For that reason, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the res-
olution.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
object.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, in
my book—— :

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I think I still have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understood the Senator from Iowa
had yielded the floor.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have a little
more to say.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin now has the
floor,

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
will yield for whatever remarks the Sen-
ator from Iowa wishes to make.

Mr, HICKENLOCOPER. No.
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Arkansas has rendered a
very valuable service to the Communist
Party. He knows that the Democrats
are going to vote en bloc against the
resolution. He knows there will be suf-
ficient Republican votes to defeat it. He
knows what a propaganda weapon it will
give the Communists. The Senator from
Iowa has explained this adequately. He
knows what damage will be done to en-
slaved peoples. The Senator from Ar-
kansas knows I have made the request to
withdraw the resolution in order to avoid
the propaganda damage. Nevertheless,
for political reasons, he rises and objects.
He has rendered a real service to the
Communist Party today, and a real dis-
service to the people of the satellite na-
tions.

He sits there and laughs, Mr. President.
It is no laughing matter. He can grin
and smirk, but the enslaved peoples will
not grin and smirk sbout it when they
are advised of what the Senator has
done. I repeat, he has done a great
service to the Communist cause.

Mr. President, in my book, a campaign
promise is a solemn contract with the
American people. I am not addressing
myself now to the Democrat Members
of this body, because they made no such
In fact, the Ameri-
can people knew they stood for appease-
ment. They knew that for 20 years the
Democrats whined and whimpered when
they touched the red hot stove of Com-
munist aggression. I am addressing the
Republicans in this body and in the
Nation. I campaigned from the Atlantic
to the Pacific, from New Orleans to St.
Paul, and I quoted this platform pledge.
I asked Democrats throughout the Na-
tion to vote for us, promising them that
the days of appeasement were ended,
that there was a new day really dawning.

Here is the part of the platform which
I should like to quote for the benefit of
my Republican colleagues in the Senate,
especially the Republican leader [Mr.
KNowLAND] :

It will be made clear, on the highest
authority of the President and the Congress,
that United States policy, as one of its peace-
ful purposes, looks happlly forward to the
genuine independence of those captive
peoples, S

I thank
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We did not say “on the authority of
the President only”; we said, “on the
highest authority of the President and
the Congress.”

But today the Senate says, “Oh, no;
we cannot do that. We would be inter-
fering with the President if we made
clear what our position is.”

Let me quote further from our plat-
form. Up until this time there has never
been a resolution before the Senate
through which we could show we were
living up to that platform pledge. To-
day we have the opportunity, but we are
turning it down.

I read further:

We shall again make liberty into a beacon
light of hope that will penetrate the dark
places. That program will give the Voice
of America a real function. It will mark
the end of the negative, futile, and immoral
policy of “containment” which abandons
countless human beings to a despotism and
godless terrorism which in turn enables the
rulers to forge the captives into a weapon for
our destruction.

We placed that particular section in
the platform because we felt the Demo-
crats had been following a contrarule up
to that time, and we said we would make
clear how the Congress felt about it.
But now I hear Senators who cam-
paigned upon that solemn contract with
the American people saying on the floor
of the Senate, “We cannot tell the Pres-
ident how we feel; we might be interfer-
ing v:ith the President and State Depart-
ment.”

Mr., President, I was shocked by one
statement made by the majority leader.
He said that there is only one man who
can speak for the country. He is wrong.
This is not a dictatorship. The Senate
also speaks for this country. There are
96 Members here who can speak for this
country.

I was intrigued by the speech of the
Senator from California. His whole
speech was to the effect that the Presi-
dent felt as I do. He read from the Pres=
ident's speeches and had excerpts from
them printed in the REcorp, proving
that the President felt the way I do, as
expressed in this resolution.

Then, for some unknown reason—the
Senator from California again forgets
the campaign pledge—he says we can-
not let the country, we cannot let the
world, know how the Senate feels.

Mr. President, I call up my amend-
ment and ask that it be read; and I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Frear in the chair). The clerk will state
the amendment offered by the junior
Senator from Wisconsin,

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, is the
amendment being offered or merely
read?

Mr. McCARTHY. It is being offered
now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
to strike out all after the resolving clause
and insert in lieu thereof:

That the Senate is also in sympathy with
the ultimate humanitarian objectives of
Senate Resolution 116, and the Senate hopes
that the ultimate humanitarian objective of
Senate Resolution 116, namely, securing the
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freedom of the Communist-controlled satel-
lites enumerated therein, will be pursued by
the President at the forthcoming Geneva
meeting between the heads of state.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. McCARTHY., With the under-
standing that I do not lose the floor:

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thought
the Senator had concluded. I beg the
Senator’s pardon.

Mr. McCARTHY. Does the Chair
rule that the amendment is in order?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Wisconsin yield,
with the understanding that he will not
lose the floor, for the purpose of a
guorum call? I thought that inasmuch
as an entirely different approach, at
least, is being presented, there should
be a quorum call now.

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to
yield with that understanding.

Mr. KENOWLAND. In the present
situation, I understand the amendment
is merely pending at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment has been offered. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. ENOWLAND. With the under-
standing that the junior Senator from
Wisconsin will not lose his right to the
floor, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the understanding proposed
by the Senator from California? The
Chair hears none, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Allott Fulbright McCarthy
Anderson Gore McClellan
Barkley Green mMeNamara
Barrett Hayden Millikin
Beall Hennings Monroney
Bender Hickenlooper Morse
Bennett Hill Mundt
Bible Holland Neely
Bricker Hruska Neuberger
Bridges Ives O'Mahoney
Bush Jackson Pastore
Butler Jenner Payne
Byrd Johnson, Tex. Purtell
Capehart Johnston, 8. C. Robertson
Carlson Kefauver Saltonstall
Case, N. J. Kennedy Schoeppel
Case, 8. Dak. Eerr Scott
Chavez KEilgore Smathers
Clements Enowland Smith, Maine
Curtis Kuchel Sparkman
Daniel Langer Stennis
Douglas Lehman Symington
Dulr Long Thye
Dworshak Malone Watkins
Ellender Mansfield Welker
Ervin Martin, Towa  Williams
Frear Martin, Pa. Young

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST-
1anp], the Senator from Washington
[Mr. MacenNuson], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], and the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]
are absent on official business.

The Senator from Georgia
GeorgE] is unavoidably absent.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY ] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate to attend the United Nations anni-
versary celebration in San Francisco as
representative of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee.

“The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUr-
RrAY] is absent by leave of the Senate to

[Mr.
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attend the International Labor Organi-
zation meeting in Geneva, Switzerland.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senators from Vermont [Mr.
Arxen and Mr. Franpers], the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. CorroN], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER],
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLey] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIrRK-
sEN] is absent on official business for the
Committee on Appropriations.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Por-
TeR] is absent by leave of the Senate to
attend the International Labor Organi-
zation meeting in Geneva, Switzerland.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SmrrH] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quor-
um is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the junior Sena-
tor from Wisconsin.

Mr. McCARTHY. On the amendment
I ask for the yeas and nays. Senators
should not be worried about standing up
and being counted on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. McCARTHY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded fo call
the roll.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky will state it.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senate has just
finished a quorum call which developed
a quorum. Does the asking for and the
refusal of the yeas and nays constitute
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the
opinion of the Chair, it does. The clerk
will eontinue to call the roll.

The legislative clerk resumed the call
of the roll.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, Iask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCARTHY. Ihope Senators will
at least give me the yeas and nays on
this amendment. In my book, it is ex-
tremely important, and there is no rea-
son why any Senator should be reluct-
ant to stand up and be counted on this
amendment. Ifis an amendment to my
resolution.

I again ask for the yeas and nays, and
I sincerely hope Senators will give me
enough seconds.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, in
conclusion I may say I am not surprised
at the position taken by my Democrat
colleagues. I expected that from them.
I did not expect it from the Republican
side of the aisle, however.

I may say that the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FurericHT], after consulta-
tion with the majority leader, knew that
they had a solid Democrat vote against
the resolution. That is the reason he
objected to the withdrawal. He knew,
or should know—I assume he has enough
intelligence to know what he was do-
ing—that a vote by the Senate against
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the resolution, which merely says we are
in favor of freeing the satellite na-
tions—will aid the Communist cause tre-
mendously for the reasons set forth by
the Senator from Iowa. It will hurt the
cause of the satellite nations, which
had hoped we would stand behind them.

I feel that nothing can be gained by
further discussion of the resolution.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARTHY, I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to ask
the Senator from Wisconsin some ques-
tions, and I hope he will not in any way
become excited or angry about them,
because, as the Senator from Wisconsin
knows, on the censure resolution which
was proposed against him, I was for him,
because I thought it was wrong.

On this occasion the Senator has ac-
cused Republican Members of the Senate
and the minority leader of failing to live
up to the platform of the Republican
Party. My questions is wherein have
President Eisenhower, the Secretary of
State, or the Republican Congress at any
time failed to live up to their obliga-
tions? In what respect have they ap-
peased or done something which would
give any comfort whatsoever to the Com-
munists? Will the Senator name some
of the cases?

Mr. McCARTHY. I am glad to an-
i;f:{ the question. The Senator is doing

Mr. CAPEHART. Name them.

Mr. McCARTHY. Iam answering the
question. The Senator is doing it today
when he refuses to support a resolution
that merely says we are in favor of free-
ing the satellite nations. The platform
upon which the Senator ran says that
it will be made clear on the highest au-
thority of the President and the Con-
gress that we seek the freedom of the
captive peoples. We had a reason for
putting that in our platform. It was
because we felt the Democrats had not
been doing it.

Mr. CAPEHART. Senator, let me talk
a minute. It is the President of the
United States and the Secretary of State
who will attend the conference at Ge-
neva, not the Senator or I. The Acting
Secretary of State said:

In the preliminary conversations that
have already taken place regarding arrange-
ments for the conference, it has been agreed
that each of the participants would be free
to take up any subject which it believed to
be a contributory cause of world tenslons.
The purpose of such an agreement was to

eliminate possible arguments on the fixing
of a rigld agenda.

Will the Senator answer my question?
I ask him to name instances in which
Members of this body on the Republican
side, the President, or the Vice Presi-
dent, have in any way appeased or have
given any comfort whatsoever to the
Communists? We are entitled to an
answer to that question, because the ac-
cusations of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin today have been general with regard
to voting against the resolution. The
resolution which was before the Senate
today when we met was the resolution
which the committee acted on last night,
which was different from the one now
before the Senate.
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Mr. McCARTHY. But the amended
resolution is now before the Senate, and
the Senator is urging the Senate to vote
against it.

Mr. CAPEHART. Name one In-
stance——

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator be
kind enough to let me finish?

Mr. CAPEEART. Wherein the Presi-
dent of the United States or the Congress
have given comfort to the Communists?

Mr. McCARTHY. Senator, forgetiing
what is being done today, the Korean
surrender was appeasement. Giving up
the Tachen Islands was appeasement.
Giving up northern Indochina was ap-
peasement. But a further example of
appeasement is what the Senate is en-
couraging today. The Senate has before
it a resolution which simply says that the
President has said he is in sympathy
with the objectives of Senate Resolution
116, namely, freeing the satellite na-
tions and that the Senate is, too. And
we say we hope the President will pur-
sue that objective at Geneva. When the
Senator urges the Senate tc vote against
it, he is violating the Republican cam-
paign pledges.

Mr. CAPEHART. I thought the Un-
der Secretary of State said the President
was in sympathy with the objective of
the resolution.

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct.
The Senator is urging the Senate to vote
against it, when the President has said
he is in sympathy with its objective.

Mr, CAPEHART. Ihave not talked on
the subject at all. The resolution which
was before the committee last night is
entirel,” different from the one now be-
fore the Senate. Why did the Senator
from Wisconsin not amend the resolu-
tion yesterday?

Mr. McCARTHY. I made the changes
to try to meet the objections of Senators
like the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. No; the Senator did
not. :

Mr. McCARTHY. Do not tell me I did
not. I am telling the Senaftor why I
changed the resolution.

Mr, CAPEHART. Why did the Sena-
tor——

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
listen to me and be quiet for a minute?

Mr. CAPEHART. All the Senator did
was to take what Under Secretary of
State Hoover said yesterday and make
it a part of the resolution.

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
wait while I answer his question?

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes.

Mr. McCARTHY. Please try to be
quiet while I answer.

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not like to have
the Senator accuse me and other Re-
publican Senators.

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
now be quiet?

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator said
he was not going to become excited.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FrEAr in the chair). The regular order
will be followed.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator asked
why I changed the resolution. I changed
it for this reason: Yesterday I appeared
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before the committee of which the Sen-
ator is a member and I heard the objec-
tions made to my resolution. It was said
we were tying the President's hands.

Mr. CAPEHART. I did not say that.

Mr, McCARTHY. I meant the com-
mittee. The committee argued that my
resolution would tie the President's
hands before the negotiators met in
Geneva. At that time I decided the reso-
lution would have no chance of passing
in the face of the objection that it would
tie the President's hands. Therefore, 1
tried to meet the objections of the com-
mittee and I took the language of the
Under Secretary of State, Herbert
Hoover, Jr. I said in view of the fact
that the President said he was in sym-
pathy with the objectives of the resolu-
tion, therefore the Senate should also go
on record as being in sympathy with the
resolution, and express its hope that the
President will pursue those objectives at
Geneva. Now the Senator is saying he
will vote against it.

Mr, CAPEHART. No.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thought the Sen-
ator was.

Mr. CAPEHART. I rose to ask the
Senator a question. The Senator had
said that Republicans, the President, and
the Secretary of State were Communist
appeasers.

Mr. McCARTHY. I said they were
violating their campaign pledges.

Mr. CAPEHART. There are some of
us who feel that our record of fighting
Communists is as good as the record of
any other man. There are some of us
who feel the Senator from Wisconsin
is not always right; that he is some-
times wrong. There are some of us who
have the courage to be with the Senator
from Wisconsin when we think he is
right, and who will vote against him
when we think he is wrong. In this in-
stance I think the Senator from Wiscon-
sin is wrong. Personally I have no par-
ticular knowledge of any facts which
would show that the President or the
Secretary of State have in any way ap-
peased Communists. I can say that the
Korean Treaty was a matter of judg-
ment, as was the Indochina Treaty; but
fortunately or unfortunately—I think
fortunately—the President of the United
States and the Secretary of State handle
these matters with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. I am not here to
defend or carp about anybody, but I
do not like the blanket indictment the
Senator has made against every Repub-
lican, and particularly the blanket in-
dictment he has made against the minor-
ity leader. Just give us the facts.

Mr, McCARTHY. When Republican
Senators vote that they are not in favor
of freeing the satellite nations, that is
a clear-cut violation of their campaign
pledges. That is the question on which
the vote will come. The Under Secre-
tary of State said the President is in
sympathy with that goal.

I have asked the Senate to go on
record on this matter, so the President
will know that the Senate also is in
favor of freeing the satellite nations.
That is all the resolution calls for; it
has now been watered down much more
than I should like. A vote of “nay” on
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the resolution will be interpreted to
mean that a Senator who so votes is
voting against the idea of freeing the
satellite nations, and that will be notice
to the Communists and to the satellite
nations that Members of the United
States Senate are not in favor of free-
ing the satellite nations. I think such
a vote would be disastrous. I cannot
conceive that any Republican Senator
would vote “nay” on that question, al-
though I know that many of them will,
For that reason I asked to be allowed
to withdraw the resolution—to prevent
a propaganda disaster. The Senator
from Arkansas objected.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the
junior Senator from Wisconsin is refer-
ring to the sentiments expressed for the
President and for the Secretary of State
by the Undersecretary of State. The
President and the Secretary of State
have said they are in favor of freeing
the satellite nations; and they are in
favor of that, and everyone knows it.

Mr. McCARTHY. Then why does not
the Senator from Indiana vote for it?

Mr. CAPEHART. I have not had a
chance to do so. But the Senator from
Wisconsin is raising a general indict-
ment against the minority leader and
all other Republican Members of the
Senate. The Senator from Wisconsin
should not do so. He should not try
to indict those of us who in the past
have voted to uphold his hand. He
should not attempt to bheat out our
brains. I, myself, am a fairly good
fighter, and I do not like to have my
brains beaten out. This may be the first
time.for that to happen, but I do not
like to have it done,

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me say in all
candor that all Republican Sesnators
joined in the Republican Party's cam-
paign pledge to aid the satellite nations.
Any Republican Senator who votes “nay”
on the question of agreeing to this reso-
lution will be violating that campaign
pledge. It is entirely possible that some
Republican Senators did not agree to
that part of the Republican Party’s cam-
paign platform, but I have not heard any
Republican Senator say he did not agre=
to it. That part of the Republican Par-
ty’s platform was included in it after
long thought. In fact, I believe that
the Senator from Indiana himself was
a member of the Republican platform
committee.

Mr. CAPEHART. No; I was not.

Mr. McCARTHY. I am sorry. I
thought the Senator from Indiana was a
member of the platform committee.

Mr. President, the campaign platform
constitutes a solemn pledge. Some Re-
publican Senators will say, today, “We
do not favor freeing the satellite na-
tions”; and that is the subject on which
the vote will be taken.

Mr. CAPEHART. But I know of no
action on the part of the President or the
Secretary of State or the Congress which
would indicate that they are not 100 per-
cent in favor of freeing the satellite
nations.

The junior Senator from Wisconsin
is simply talking about words. Let us
consider the record of the President and
the Secretary of State, insofar as this
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matter is concerned, instead of simply
making a blanket indictment.

When I am told that it was agreed at
San Francisco that our representatives
could take up any subject they might
wish to take up at the conference—which
includes what the Senator from Wiscon-
sin suggests in his resolution—then, per-
sonally, I can see no necessity for the
resolution. I see no necessity for it.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FreEAR in the chair). The amendment
will be stated.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the SBenate hereby expresses
its full support of any and all efforts of the
President, at any meeting or conference with
other nations, to state the deep interest of
the American people in the present and fu-
ture status of the nations of Eastern Europe
and Asia now under Communist control.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky will state it.

Mr. BARKLEY, Is the amendment
which has just been read, offered as an
amendment to the resolution which is
the subject of the debate; or is the
amendment offered as an amendment to
the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin to the resolution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands it is an amendment in
the nature of a substitute for the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. JENNER. That is correct, Mr.
President; it is offered as an amendment
in the nature of a substitute for® the
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin.

Mr. President, I do not care to speak
on the amendment. If every Senator
listened carefully to the reading of the
amendment, I think it will be agreed to;
and that will dispose of the present con-
troversy. It will put the United States
in the light in which it wishes to be put,
and the hands of no representative of
the United States will be tied.

My amendment to the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin will merely
affirm that our great Nation, which is
the hope and light of freedom, has not
lost faith in the people of the countries
of Eastern Europe and Asia who are now
under Communist control. I think my
amendment to the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin will clarify the
matter, and will permit the sense of the
Senate to be known, without hampering
anyone in our Government.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
sought to be recognized ever since the
junior Senator from Wisconsin attacked
the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuoiericHT]. Now that I have been rec-
ognized I rise to the defense of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. President, this afternoon we are
writing pages of history which will be
read and studied long after we become
dust and ashes. I do not propose to have
this Recorp closed today with the attack
of the junior Senator from Wisconsin on
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT] unanswered.
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I am satisfied that under the rules of
the Senate, the junior Senator from Wis-
consin could have been called to order for
his unwarranted reflections upon the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].
I did not call him to order, because I
believe in unlimited, free debate in the
Senate, subject, of course, to the reason-
able limitations of the rules of decency
and mutual respect which should prevail
among Senators during debate. Also I
had hoped that before the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY] finished his
speech, he would upon reflection, with-
draw his attack upon the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].

I wish to say that I do not know of a
Member of the Senate who is a more
noble patriot than is the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FuLericHT]; and I do
not know of any Member of the Senate
of the United States whose record excels
that of the Senator from Arkansas, as
regards opposition to communism.

I think it is most regrettable that the
unfair statement that the junior Senator
from Wisconsin made this afternoon
about the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT] has been placed on the pages
of the ConcrEssioNAL REcCORD, for future
generations to read.

Let us consider, for example, the rec-
ord of the junior Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLBrIGHT] in connection with the
great piece of legislation which is known
as the Fulbright scholarship bill. Let
any Member of the Senate point to a
piece of legislation which has caused a
more effective series of blows to be struck
against communism in the world, than
those which have been struck against
g(l)l?mumsm by the Fulbright scholarship

Mr. President, one of the most effec-
tive ways to show up communism in the
world is to export to all corners of the
world the American system of freedom,
as we are doing through the educational
processes made possible by the Fulbright
scholarships.

Mr. President, the Members of the
Senate can have great differences of
opinion; but certainly there is a code of
personal ethics in debate which should be
followed by Senators. That code of de-
bate should be based upon the major
premise that each Member of the Senate
acts out of a sincerity of motivation in
support of the flag which stands behind
the Presiding Officer’s chair. I, for one
Senator, have for the last time in the
Senate listened in silence to the junior
Senator from Wisconsin cast reflection
upon the integrity of colleagues in the
Senate of the United States.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senator from Oregon be called
to order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the Senator from Oregon is
required to take his seat.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I will not
waste my time listening further to the
junior Senator from Wisconsin. I wish
to say that today, for the last time, have
I sat in the Senate of the United States
and listened in silence to the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin attempt to cast a
reflection upon the integrity of a col-
league in the Senate.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. TUnder
the rule, the Senator from Oregon is
required to take his seat.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from Oregon has not
violated any rule of the Senate. I move
that the Senator from Oregon be allowed
to proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the necessary motion is that the
Senator from Oregon be allowed to pro-
ceed in order.

The question is on agreeing to the mo-
tion of the Senator from Texas.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll,

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names;

Allott Fulbright McCarthy
Anderson Gore McClellan
Barkley Green McNamara
Barrett Hayden Millikin
Beall Hennings Monroney
Bender Hickenlooper Morse
Bennett Hill Mundt
Bible Holland Neely
Bricker Neuberger
Bridges Ives O'Mahoney
Bush Jackson Pastore
Butler Jenner Payne
Byrd Johnson, Tex. Purtell
Capehart Johnston, S, O, Robertson
Carlson Kefauver Saltonstall
Case, N. J. Kennedy Schoeppel
Case, 8. Dak., Kerr Beott
Chavez Kilgore Smathers
Clements Enowland Smith, Maine
Curtis Kuchel Sparkman
Danlel Langer Stennis
Douglas Lehman Symington
Duff Long Thye
Dworshak Malone Watkins
Ellender Mansfield Welker
Ervin Martin, Jowa Williams
Frear Martin, Pa. Young

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question in on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Jornson] that the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse]l be permitted to proceed in
order.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as I said
before I was interrupted by the Senator
from Wisconsin, for the last time do I
intend to sit in my place on the floor of
the Senate in silence while the Senator
from Wisconsin casts reflections upon
the integrity of any of my colleagues in
the Senate.

The time has come, in my judgment,
in the history of this session of Congress,
to make it perfectly clear to all our col-
leagues—each and every one of the 96 of
us—that there is a code of ethics which
should govern us in debate in the Sen-
ate. We can have great differences of
opinion among us on the merits of issues,
and at the same time conform to a
code of fair debate. I think it isa pretty
sad reflection on the Senate and its his-
tory to have any Member of this body
impugn the patriotism and integrity of
any other Member of this body.

There is no basis in fact for impugning
the patriotism of the great Senator from
Arkansas, BiLL FULBrRIGHT. I consider
him not only one of the great scholars
of the Senate, not only one of the great
public servants of the Senate, but one
of the great Americans living today.
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That is my reply to the Senafor from
Wisconsin. When one reads the RECORD
tomorrow he cannot, in fairness, reach
any other conclusion than that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin tried to brush all
over the Senator from Arkansas a smear
of appeasement of communism. I hap-
pen to be one Member of the Senate who
resents that kind of tactic in debate in
the Senate.

Now let me say something about the
resolution of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin. I believed that it ought to go to
the Committee on Foreign Relations. I
happened to believe that it ought to come
back from the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee for action on the floor of the Sen-
ate, and that the Senator from Wiscon-
sin was entitled to that consideration
from the Foreign Relations Committee.

That is why I gave instruections, when
I was obliged to leave after the first 45
minutes of the discussion yesterday
afternoon, that my proxy should be
voted to report the resolution unfavor-
ably to the Senate. I thought the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin was entitled to that
procedural consideration from the
Foreign Relations Committee. Why?
Because he represents a great sovereign
State of the Union in the Senate of the
United States, and the people of that
State are entitled to effective represen-
tation, so long as he serves them in this
body.

Procedurally the very essence of this
resolution is time. We could not table
the resolution in the committee without
jeopardizing the time factor which con-
fronted the Senator from Wisconsin.
The Senator from Wisconsin was fight-
ing against time, in order to have pre-
sented to the United States Senate a
point of view with which I am not in
agreement, so far as his resolution is
concerned. I thought that, representing
the people of the sovereign State of Wis-
consin, he ought to have an opportunity
to obtain a vote on the floor of the Sen-
ate. That is why I took the position in
the Committee on Foreign Relations
that his resolution should be reported
unfavorably to the floor of the Senate.

Let me say a word or two further with
respect to the resolution itself. I shall
not talk about motivations. Who are we,
as mere human beings, to pass judgment
upon the motivations of any colleague?
I leave the question of motivation to be
settled between each colleague and his
Creator. However, I think it is clear on
the record that the Senator from Wis-
consin has at least given the American
people the impression that he has been
against a conference at the summit.

I happen to be one who believes that
a conference at the summit is very im-
portant, not because I think much is
going to be solved by a conference at the
summit, but because, as I have been
heard to say on the floor of the Senate
many times during the past 10 years, I
think we must carry this cold war propa-
ganda fight to the Russians at all times,
I do not think we ought ever to let the
Russians create the vicious, lying im-
pression around the world that we are
afraid to go into a conference with them
at the summit—or, for that matter, at a
lower level. 4
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I think we must always demonstrate
to the people of the world that we are
a Nation of peace, and that Russia is a
nation of war. We must demonstrate at
all times that we are willing to sit down
and listen, with our ears and eyes open,
cognizant of the fact—I think it is a fact,
because there has been no demonstra-
tion by Russia that it is not a fact—
that there is no intention on the part of
the Russians but to deceive. I believe
Russia has no intention to do anything
but maneuver and manipulate, in an en-
deavor to take behind the Iron Curtain
those areas of the world not now behind
the Iron Curtain. Through false propa-
ganda Russia hopes to influence areas
where there are millions of people still
in doubt about the high purposes of the
United States. Those millions must be
won over to the side of freedom, if the
heritage of freedom is to be left for fu-
ture centuries of American boys and
girls. We must never give the Russians
a propaganda weapon to use against us.
A failure to be willing to meet with them
at the summit would play right into their
false propaganda about us.

That is why I want a conference at the
summit, so far as my major reason is
concerned.

As a secondary reason, let me say that,
as a Christian, I always live in hope of
a lasting peace. Ibelieve that the affairs
and the fate of man are divinely guided.
I am always hopeful that a Divine ex-
pression may manifest itself at some time
at such a conference, and that as the re-
sult of the will of providence we may
reach some accord with the Communists
in the promotion of peace.

In other words, I believe that we should
never give up hope and that we should
never stop trying to negotiate an honor-
able peace with the Russians. It is our
clear spiritual duty.

For those two reasons I was among the
first in the Senate to publicly urge a
conference at the summit, and I urge it
now. For those reasons I do not believe
that we ought to throw any roadblocks
into the path of the President of the
United States by seeking to instruct him
in advance as to a precondition which
he must lay down in order to negotiate
at all with the Russians. Why do I say
that? I say it because the resolution
itself can be used by the Communists as
a means of embarrassing the President
of the United States.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I refuse to yield at this
time. Of course, the Russians, in my
judgment, will not agree to any discus-
sion of the satellite countries. If we
want to break up the chances of having
a conference at the summit, let us vote
for the resolution of the Senator from
Wisconsin. I think it would be used by
the Russians as a vehicle and as an in-
strumentality and as a weapon to accom-
plish what I believe is probably their
basic aim, namely, a disruption of the
conference. I do not think the Russians
want a conference at the summit any
more than does the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCartHY]. If we handle
ourselves properly in this conference—
and I believe the President and the Sec-
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retary of State are aware of the dan-
gers—we can give the Russians a terrific
shellacking so far as the propaganda
war is concerned. By bringing them
into the conference and sitting and lis-
tening to their propaganda, and then
through our good-faith proposals show-
ing the world who is on the side of peace
and freedom, I think we win inereasing
millions to our cause. Therefore I am
against the resolution of the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY] be-
cause I think its passage would help the
Russians disrupt the conference at the
summit.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the only
reason I asked the Senator from Oregon
to yield when I did was to commend him
for pointing up the issues that are in-
volved, and to say to him that he has
stated the issues more clearly than they
have been stated this afternoon. I
want to say to the Senator from Oregon
that he has done a very able job. That
is why I wanted to interrupt him.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Min-
nesota is very kind.

Mr. LEHMAN subsequently said: Mr.
President, I wish to make a few brief
remarks in associating myself with the
statement made earlier this afternoon by
the distinguished senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse] concerning the at-
tack made by the junior Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTEY] On our col-
league, the distinguished junior Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBricHT]. What
the Senator from Oregon said in that
connection needed to be said. The re-
marks of the Senator from Oregon were
fully justified. Certainly what hap-
pened here this afternoon was a most
unfortunate occurrence reflecting on the
dignity and the good faith of the United
States Senate.

I also wish to congratulate heartily the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT]
on the action he took in objecting to the
attempt by the junior Senator from Wis-
consin to withdraw his original resolu-
tion. If the Senator from Arkansas had
not objected, I myself would have done
so. I am very happy, indeed, that the
Senator from Arkansas objected, and
that later he also objected to the pro-
posal to withdraw the preamble of the
resolution of the junior Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. President, I wish to congratulate
both the senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel and the junior Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLsricHT] on the
position and the attitude they assumed
this afternoon in the Senate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
desire to express my appreciation to the
junior Senator from New York [Mr.
Leuaman] for his very kind words, and
I also wish to express my appreciation
to the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Mogskl.

I thoroughly approve of the senti-
ments expressed by the Senator from
Oregon regarding the procedure on the
floor of the Senate. He has always con-
tributed a great deal to orderly procedure
in the Senate.

It is, of course, one of the outstanding
characteristics of the junior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCartaHY] that
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he has a capacity to disrupt the orderly
procedure of whatever body or whatever
committee in which he happens to be
involved. I, myself, hesitated to answer
him, because I was afraid that to do so
would further delay the action of the
Senate in obtaining a vote on the reso-
lution.

However, I think it is an extremely
dangerous and bad practice, for one
Member of the Senate to attack an-
other, So far as I personally am con-
cerned, I am not offended in the slightest
by whatever opinion the junior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCArRTHY] may
have of me, as a personal matter.

But I wish to say that I do very much
appreciate the statements which have
been made by the junior Senator from
New York and the senior Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I desire
to thank the Senator from New York
for his very courteous remarks. I can
think of no higher compliment than one
coming from him.

Mr., ENOWLAND, Mr. President, I
respectfully suggest for the considera-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Indiana [Mr. JENNER] that it would be
more advisable—if he would be willing
to do so and it met with the judgment
of the Senate—to withdraw his amend-
ment as it is presently constituted, and
submit it as a new resolution and permit
it to go to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

We are dealing with a very delicate
matter. On the face of it there seems to
be little that any Senator could object
to in the amendment, but we have a
complex situation today, and we are not
in a position to amend the “whereas”
clauses under the parliamentary situa-
tion as it presently exists.

If the Senator from Indiana on his
own initiative would submit the amend-
ment as a new resolution and have it
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations, and if the Secretary of State
should complete the preliminary discus-
sions which are now in progress in San
Francisco within a day or two, we could
have the Secretary of State come before
the Committee on Foreign Relations to
discuss the resolution with us.

I am sure no one in the Senate wishes
to do any harm to our basic foreign
policy. I believe we ought to make
clear today that we have a deep interest
in the people who find themselves en-
slaved behind the Iron Curtain. I have
no doubt that affer proper hearings and
proper procedure a resolution could
come from the committee which I hepe
would receive the vote of all 96 Senators.

Of course, all I can do is to make the
suggestion. I realize there may be some
differences of opinion as to procedure.
However, it seems to me that if the Sena-
tor were to follow that course we would
have a new resolution before the com-
mittee, which I believe we would be able
to get out of the committee within a
‘Teasonably short time.

Mr. JENNER. I would be happy to do
that provided both resolutions are re-
ferred back to the committee and a
new resolution is brought forth. I so
move to recommit, Mr. President.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the Senator’s motion?

Mr. JENNER. To recommit.

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands the Senator from
Indiana to move to recommit the original
resolution. Is that correct?

Mr. JENNER. Yes; that is the only
way we can get both resolutions to the
committee.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, many and various attempts have
been made to prevent the Senate from
expressing itself on the pending business.
As I said earlier in the day, I hope the
Senate will not allow itself to be diverted
from passing on the resolution.

I see some merit in the suggestion of
the minority leader, that the proposed
substitute of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER] to the substitute offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY] be considered by the Committee
on Foreign Relations and that testimony
be taken on it.

As I said earlier today, I am prepared
to support before the committee an ex-
pression of the sense of the Senate with
regard to the people who have been gob-
bled up behind the Iron Curtain.

However, the issue today is not that
issue. The issue is whether at this mo-
ment, at this hour, we are going to say
to the President of the United States and
to the Secretary of State that we, the
Senate, will not face our responsibilities
and give them an expression of confi-
dence in line with their constitutional re-
sponsibilities.

Mr. President, I did not submit the res-
olution. I did not ask for its considera-
tion. However, when it was submitted
and when it was referred to the com-
mittee, and when the committee unani-
mously acted on it, I said to the commit-
tee, and I say to the Senate, that the
issue had been joined, and the question
had been raised with the American peo-
ple. I said that no doubt we would be
confronted with various diversionary
moves, but that we must plow the fur-
row straight and go straight down the
line, and let each Senator express him-
self on the resolution.

I can assure the Senator from Indiana
and the minority leader that I will be
glad to do everything within my power
as an individual Senator to make cer-
tain that any resolution on which the
President and the Secretary of State and
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, who is not
present today, and Members on both
sides of the aisle could agree on, will be
brought before the Senate so that it
would have an opportunity to act.

However, the yeas and nays have been
ordered on the resolution reported by
the committee, and I believe a majority
of the Senators are willing and ready to
express themselves on that question. If
the Senator from Indiana desires to
withdraw his own amendment, that is
his privilege, but we cannot withdraw
the McCarthy resolution, unless we want
to dodge it and sweep it under the rug
and not face up to it—unless we want to
say that the Senate is fearful and does

June 22

not want to make a decision and that
some Members have confidence in the
President and some do not have confi-
dence in him so the Senate just sent the
resolution back to the committee.

We can do that, if we vote for a mo-
tion to recommit the McCarthy resolu-
tion. I hope the Senator will not ask
us to do that. I hope he will withdraw
his motion. I shall be glad to join with
the minority leader in seeing that his
proposal receives prompt consideration.
I have been criticized today because I
gave the same assurance to the Senator
from Wisconsin, but I am pleased at the
prospect of the Senator from Indiana
making the proposal he has made, pro-
vided it follows the usual procedure. I
have not studied it, but as I understand,
he desires the Senate to express its full
support of any and all efforts of the
President at any meeting or conference
with other nations to state and confirm
the deep interest of the American people
in the present and future status of the
nations of eastern Europe and Asia now
under Communist control.

I think the committee could take that,
and I think it is somewhat encouraging
to us and to all the Members of the
Senate on both sides of the aisle that the
Senator from Indiana feels that way
about it. I see nothing in it, Mr. Pres-
ident, that would cause me to take issue.
I should like to have the recommenda-
tions of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle, if they can give them shortly,
and if the department concerned can
give its acquiescence or approval, and if
the constituted authorities express
themselves on it. I would not neces-
sarily go along with them, but I should
like to have their advice before consid-
eration. If Senators are willing to do
that, we can vote on Resolution 116,
upon which the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and I would not anticipate any
further business today.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I was
merely trying to do that which I thought
would help my country and also would
restate to the world the way the Senate
feels about the problem. I came to the
floor late last evening and found what
the situation was. The McCarthy reso-
lution was submitted, and he asked for
immediate consideration and received
it. If the majority leader is willing to
accept my suggestion, I do not see why
we cannot have a clean resolution dis-
posing of the matter, at least, by to-
mMOoIrTrow.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the motion to
recommit,

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Indiana to recommit.

The motion was not agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, is the pending amendment the
MecCarthy amendment to the original
resolution reported by the committee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana has not withdrawn
his substitute amendment, in the opinion
of the Chair.
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Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
accept the amendment of the Senator
from Indiana.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING @ OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Isitin order
for the author of the McCarthy amend-
ment to accept an amendment by the
Senator from Indiana to his resolution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin can accept the
substitute of the Senator from Indiana
to his substitute, but not to his resolution.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, if the
MeCarthy amendment should be ac-
cepted, how would the resolution then
read?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
motion before the Senate is acted upon
favorably, the motion on which the yeas
and nays have been ordered, it would be
a confirmation of the amendment offered
by the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. WATKINS. Isthe amendment of
the Senator from Indiana in substitu-
tion for the entire resolution of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, or only of his
amendment?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Mc-
Carthy resolution contains a series of
“whereases.” There is nothing we can do
about amending any of the “whereases.”
They are there, and will be there as long
as the resolution is before the Senate.
The yeas and nays have been ordered on
the resolution.

As the Senator from Kentucky brought
out earlier today, we can amend, strike
out, add to, or change anything after
line 1 on page 2 of the resolution, in the
resolving clause. That has been done.
We have had a suggestion from the Sen-
ator from Indiana that he would be glad
to recommit the whole thing. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin has agreed to ac-
cept the suggestion of the Senator from
Indiana. I do not know whether they
have thought it through; but whether
they have or not, it shows the wisdom of
having the committee go into these
things. I think it is very dangerous to
start legislating foreign policy on the
floor of the Senate under any circum-
stances, without the most careful
scrutiny by the committee, the staff, and
the Department.

The resolution now provides:

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that at sald foreign ministers’ meeting at
San Francisco or at such other meeting or
occasion as may be appropriate, prior to any
such conference between the heads of state,
the Secretary of State should secure the
agreement of the Soviet Union, the United
Kingdom, and France that the present and
future status of the nations of Eastern
Europe and Asia now under Communist con-
trol shall be a subject for discussion at such
conference between the heads of state.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, is it
planned to substitute the language of the
proposal of the Senator from Indiana
for the language now in the resolving
clause?

Mr. JENNER. That is correct.

Mr. WATKINS. So that the language
of the proposal of the Senator from
Indiana is a substitute for the language
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of the proposal of the Senator from
Wisconsin, and he has agreed to that
language?

Mr. JENNER. That is correct.

Mr. WATKINS. I had understood that
it was a substitute for the entire resolu-
tion.

Mr. JENNER. No; only for what fol-
lows the resolving clause,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It is the
voice of Jacob and the hand of Esau. I
hope the Serate will not agree. I hope
not many Members will agree to this
shotgun procedure. On a question of
such delicacy, with a conference going
on at San Francisco and another big one
coming up, we can trust the committee
which has given the issue thoughtful
study, and I hope the Senate will vote
this proposition down.

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Senator
for his explanation. The thought I had
in mind when I asked the question was
that, while, so far as I was personally
concerned, I understood the situation, I
did not think the Recorp would show a
clear statement of exactly what we were
to vote upon. I thank the Senator for
his explanation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena-
tor, as usual, is thorough, and I ap-
preciate his suggestion.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, it is
with great reluctance that I rise to speak
on this matter at this time. However,
I should like first, to make a par-
liamentary inquiry in order to be certain
that we are correct, namely, that none of
the “whereas” clauses of the resolution
may be stricken at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado is correct. May
the Chair, for the information not only
of the Senator from Colorado but of all
Senators, invite attention to the fact
that rule XXIIII on page 29 of the
manual states as follows:

When a bill or resolution is accompanied
by a preamble, the question shall first be put
on the bill or resolution and then on the
preamble.

Mr. ALLOTT. That being the case, I
shall discuss the matter very briefly. The
next to the last whereas clause in the
resolution reads:

‘Whereas failure to discuss said areas under
Communist control at said Geneva meeting
implies de jure recognition of Communist
domination of said areas, and thus the estab-
lishment of a permanent threat to the safety,
peace, and independence of the United
States.

Bouvier, and I think every other law-
yer understands that de jure means by
right, or by right of law, or lawfully, as
distinguished from de facto, which
means something which exists or is in
existence, but not necessarily by right,
or by right of law. De jure means
rightfully, lawfully, or by legal title.

Therefore, if I were to vote for the
resolution, it would mean that I would
be voting for a statement that the fail-
ure to discuss the matter at the Geneva
meeting implies the de jure recognition
of Communist domination of certain
areas. I am not willing to make such a
statement myself, nor am I willing to
vote for such a statement as is contained
in the resolution.
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Under the ruling of the Chair a few
minutes ago, this may be later con-
sidered, after the resolving part of the
resolution proper has been voted on; but
then I would place myself in the posi=-
tion of having voted for a resolution, a
part of which I cannot embrace and in
which I do not believe.

Therefore, also embracing the general
principle which has been stated innumer-
able times upon the floor this afternoon,
I do not believe in hamstringing the
executive of our Government when he
attempts to negotiate with other coun-
tries. Nor should we try to write foreign
policy upon the floor of the Senate.

I cannot and will not endorse the state-
ment which is made in the “whereas”
clause to which I have referred, and
which I implore Senators to read. Let
Senators ask themselves whether they
are willing to say, by voting for it, that
the failure to discuss that subject at the
forthcoming conference implies de jure
recognition of the Communist countries.
I urge Senators to read that clause and
to ask themselves whether they are will-
ing, by voting for the resolution, to en-
dorse such a statement.

Mr. McCARTHY,. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. Not at the moment.

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator
yield for 10 seconds?

Mr. ALLOTT. Very well; I yield.

Mr, McCARTHY. I call the Senator’s
attention to something which he may
not have heard the Chair say; that is,
that the Senate will vote first upon the
resolution itself; and then, under the
rule, the preamble will be voted upon.
So the “whereas” clauses will not be voted
on originally, The first vote will be upon
the Jenner substitute. If that is agreed
to, then the Senate will vote upon the
“whereas” clauses. So the Senator will
have two separate votes.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin. I believe I have the
situation clear in my mind.

As I stated a few moments ago, if I
vote for the resolution, I shall have to
vote for it in the hope that this par-
ticular “whereas” clause will later be
stricken. If it should not be stricken,
then I would find myself in the position
of having voted for a resolution, a part
of which I believe to be false and which
I cannot possibly endorse.

Therefore, I shall vote against the
resolution. I am sorry the rules of the
Senate make it necessary to do so in
this way. But it is a fact that I might
find myself in that position, as every
other Senator on the floor might also.

Mr, JENNER. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield to the Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. JENNER. I thought the Senator
from Colorado had concluded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. -‘The
Senator from Indiana will state his par=
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. JENNER. Is it not correct that
the Senate vote first on the Jenner sub-
stitute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
JENNER amendment having been ac-
cepted as a modification, the vote will
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come on the McCarTay substitute, as
modified by the JENNER amendment.

Mr. JENNER. If the Jenner substitute
shall be approved, then the preamble
will be subject to amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After
the adoption of the resolution.

Mr. JENNER. Then the preamble will
be subject to amendment. So any ob-
jections which Senators may have, such
as the Senator from Colorado has raised,
can be taken care of.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen-
ate proceeds on the assumption that the
preamble will be amended over the ob-
jections which have been raised, I do nof
think that is correct. I understand that
the preamble cannot be touched until
the Senate has adopted the resolution.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, in order
to clarify the situation, I ask unanimous
consent to strike the preamble of the
resolution.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I object.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
modified, proposed by the Senator from
‘Wisconsin [Mr, McCARTHY].

Mr. JENNER. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
modified, proposed by the Senator from
Indiana.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as modified, was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now recurs on the original res-
olution. The yeas and nays having been
ordered, the clerk will call the roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for a quorum call may be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The guestion is on agreeing to the res-
olution. A negative vote will carry out
the recommendation of the committee.
The yeas and nays having been ordered,
the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT~
ranp], the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], and the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr, THURMONDI
are absent on official business,

The Senator from Georgia
Grorce] is unavoidably absent.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY] is absent by leave of the
S=nate to attend the United Nations an-
niversary celebration in San Francisco
as representative of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
Murray] is absent by leave of the Senate
to attend the International Labor Or-

[Mr,
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ganization meeting in Geneva, Switzer-
land.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
Murray] has a general pair with the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. PoTTER].

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georcel, the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HumpHrREY], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNusoN], the Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. Murray]l, and
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
would each vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senators from Vermont [Mr.
AKEN and Mr. FranpErs, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. CorTon], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER],
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLey] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK-
sEN] is absent on official business for
the Committee on Appropriations.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. PoT-
TER] is absent by leave of the Senate to
attend the International Labor Organ-
ization meeting in Geneva, Switzerland.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SwmrTH] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. PoT-
TER] has a general pair with the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MURRAY].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. FLanpErs], the Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATERI],
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Smrra] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 4,
nays 71, as follows:

YEAS—4
Jenner Malone McCarthy
Langer
NAYS—T7
Allott Frear MecNamara
Anderson Fulbright Millikin
Barkley Gore Monroney
Barrett Green Morse
Beall Hayden Mundt
Bender Hennings Neely
Bennett Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bible Hill O'Mahoney
Bricker Holland Pastore
Bridges Hruska Payne
Bush Ives Purtell
Butler Jackson Robertson
Byrd Johnson, Tex. Baltonstall
Capehart Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Carlson Eefauver Scott
Case, N. J. Kennedy Smathers
Case, 8. Dak. Kerr Smith, Maine
Chavez Kllgore Sparkman
Clements Knowland Stennis
Curtls EKuchel Symington
Daniel Lehman Thye
Douglas Long Watkins
Duft Mansfield Welker
Dworshak Martin, Iowa Williams
Ellender Martin, Pa. Young
Ervin McClellan
NOT VOTING—15
Alken George Potter
Cotton Goldwater Ruassell
Dirksen Humphrey Smith, N. J.
Eastland Magnuson Thurmond
Flanders Murray Wiley

So the resolution (S. Res. 116) was
rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
preamble accompanying a resolution
which is rejected by the Senate is not
acted upon.

Mr., McCARTHY. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. McCARTHY. In view of the fact
that my amendment was not acted upon,
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but only the Jenner amendment to my
amendment has been acted upon, what
is the status of my amendment at the
present time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the
amendments are dead.

Mr. McCARTHY. In other words,
even though the amendment was not
acted upon, it dies with the rejection cf
the resolution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was
acted upon, because action was taken on
the substitute.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
tor accepted the substitute.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to add a few words to what has al-
ready been said regarding the action of
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr.
Jounson]. I desire to compliment him,
and to say that I think his leadership,
in connection with the action taken this
afternoon by the Senate, shows states-
manship of the highest order. The re-
jection of the resolution which would
have injected the Senate into the very
delicate negotiations regarding the so-
called meeting at the summit, was a very
fine contribution to the dignity, the or-
derliness, and the security of this body
and of our constitutional system. I wish
to say that I think the senior Senator
from Texas has made a very great con-
tribution to the work of the Senate and
to the security of the Nation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I can only say that there is no
Member of the Senate whom I would
rather have feel that way about me than
my friend of long standing, the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBrIGHT]. I ap-
preciate it very, very much.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to second what the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PULBRIGHT]
has said. In fact, I would go a little
further, and would say that the mag-
nificent work and leadership of the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Texas
[Mr. Jounson] have brought the Sen-
ate to an action which I believe serves
notice to the rest of the world of our
unity and our solidarity behind the
President of the United States at the
forthcoming conferences. I use advis-
edly the phrase “the forthcoming con-
ferences,” because I think the impend-
ing conference is only one of several
which will be necessary.

In my opinion, the finest thing we
could do was to serve notice on the en-
tire world that, regardless of partisan-
ship, the Members of the Senate are
backing the President of the United
States in whatever move he may make
toward bringing about better under-
standing among the nations of the
world.

So I desire to compliment the distin-
guished majority leader for the fine con-
tribution he has made to that end.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator from Alabama very much.

The Sena-

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, requested the Senate to return
to the House the message of the House
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notifying the Senate that the House
had concurred in the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 4249) for the
relief of Orrin J. Bishop.

The message announced that the
House had severally agreed to the
amendments of the Senate to the fol-
lowing bills of the House.

H.R.947. An act for the relief of Carl E.
Edwards: i

H.R.1085. An act for the relief of Moses
Aaron Butterman; and

H.R. 1660. An act for the relief of Wen-
centy Peter Winiarski,

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5046)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and related agencies, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and
for other purposes; agreed to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and that Mr. FoGARTY, Mr. FERNAN=-
DEZ, Mr. LANHAM, Mr, DENTON, Mr, CaN-
NON, Mr. TABER, Mr. HanD, and Mr. JEN-
SEN were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 5240) making appropriations for
sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations,
agencies, and offices, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1956, and for other pur-
poses; that the House receded from its
disagreement to the amendments of the
Senate numbered 1 and 50 to the bill,
and concurred therein, and that the
House receded from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered
53 and concurred therein, with an
amendment, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6499)
making appropriations for the Execu-
tive Office of the President and sundry
general Government agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and for
other purposes; agreed to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and that Mr. ANpREWS, Mr. MAHON,
Mr. SHEPPARD, Mr. GARY, Mr. RABAUT, Mr.
SHELLEY, Mr. CANNON, Mr. FENTON, Mr.
CouperT, Mr. WiLson of Indiana, Mr.
JAMEs, and Mr. TABER were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H. R, 932. An act for the relief of Ludwika
Hedy Hancock (nee Nikolajewicz);

H. R. 1151. An act for the relief of Lt. (jg.)
Svend J. Skou;

H.R.1179. An act for the rellef of Salih
Hougi, Bertha Catherine, Noor Elias, Isaac,
and Mozelle Rose Hardoon;

H.R.1180. An act for the relief of Kimiko
Sueta Thompson;

H.R.1301. An act for the relief of Karlis
Abele;

H. R, 1302. An act for the relief of Adel-
heid Walla Spring;
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H.R. 1304. An act for the rellef of Mother
Amata (Marla Cartiglia), Sister Ottavia
(Concetta Zisa), Sister Glovina (Rosina
Vitale), and Sister Olga (Calogera Zeffiro);

H.R.1435. An act for the relief of Paul
Compagnino;

H.R.1436. An act for the rellef of Ervin
Benedikt;

H. R. 1439. An act for the rellef of Mena-
chem Hersz Kalisz;

H. R. 1470. An act for the relief of Joseph
Righetti and Marjorie Righetti;

H.R.1608. An act for the relief of Anne
Cheng;

H.R.1911. An act for the relief of Char-
lotte Schwalm;

H.R. 1927. An act for the rellef of Ralph
Michael Owens;

H.R. 1987. An act for the relief of Kimie
Hayashi Crandall;

H. R.2059. An act for the relief of Edward
Patrick Cloonan;

H.R.2070. An act for the rellef of Dr.
Carlos Recio and his wife, Francisca Marco
Palomero de Reclo;

H.R.2241. An act for the relief of Amalia
Bertolino Querio;

H.R.2242, An act for the rellef of Kim
Joong Yoon;

H.R.2244. An act for the relief of the
estate of Joseph Alfonso;

H. R.2259. An act for the relief of Ales=
sandra Barile Altobelli;

H. R.2306. An act for the relief of Maria
de Rehbinder;

H.R. 2307, An act for the relief of Julius,
Ilona, and Henry Flehner;

H.R.2313. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Agnethe Gundhil Sundby;

H. R.2315. An act for the relief of Antonio
(Orejel) Cardenas;

H. R. 2349, An act for the relief of Charles
8. Youngcourt;

H. R.2717. An act for the relief of Giles P,
Fredell and wife;

H. R.2749. An act for the relief of George
Risto Divitkos; and

H. R. 2753. An act for the relief of Geral-
dine Gean Hunt and Linda Marie Hunt,

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Vice
President:

H.R.903. An act for the relief of Harold
C. Nelson and Dewey L. Young;

H.R. 1069. An act for the relief of Hussein
Eamel Moustafa;

H. R. 1202, An act for the relief of Robert
H. Merritt;

H. R. 1400. An act for the relief of David
R. Click;

H. R. 1409. An
Robinson & Co.;

H. R. 1416. An
Phipps;

H. R. 1640. An
stantine Nitsas;

H. R. 1643. An act for the rellef of the
estate of James F. Casey;

H.R.2456. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Diana P. Kittrell;

H. R.2529. An act for the relief of Albert
Vincent, Sr.;

H.R.2760. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Sally Rice;

H. R.3045. An act for the relief of George
L. F. Allen;

H.R.3958. An act for the relief of Louis
Elterman;

H. R. 4714. An act for the relief of Theodore
J. Harris;

H.R.5196. An act for the relief of the
Overseas Navigation Corp.; :

H.R.5923. An act to authorize certain
sums to be appropriated immediately for the

act for the relief of W. H.
act for the rellef of J. B.

act for the rellef of Con-
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completion of the construction of the Inter-
American Highway; and

H. J. Res. 232, Joint resolution authorizing
the erection of a memorial gift from the Gov-
ernment of Venezuela.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolu-
tion were severally read twice by their
titles, and referred, as indicated:

H.R. 932, An act for the relief of Ludwika
Hedy Hancock (nee Nikolajewicz):

H.R.1151. An act for the relief of Lt.
(jg.) Svend J. Skou;

H.R. 1179. An act for the relief of Salih
Hougi, Bertha Catherine, Noor Elias, Isaac,
and Mozelle Rose Hardoon;

H.R.1180. An act for the relief of Kimiko
Bueta Thompson;

H.R. 1301. An act for the relief of Earlis
Abele;

H.R. 1302. An act for the relief of Adelheid
Walla Spring;

H.R. 1304. An act for the relief of Mother
Amata (Maria Cartiglia), Sister Ottavia
(Concetta Zisa), Sister Giovina (Rosina
Vitale), and Sister Olga (Calogera Zeffiro) ;

H.R. 1435. An act for the relief of Paul
Compagnino;

H.R. 1436. An act for the relief of Ervin
Benedikt;

H.R. 1439. An act for the relief of Mena-
chem Hersz Kalisz;

H.R. 1470. An act for the relief of Joseph
Righetti and Marjorie Righetti;

H.R. 1698. An act for the relief of Anne
Cheng;

H.R. 1911, An act for the relief of Charlotte
Schwalm;

H.R.1927. An act for the relief of Ralph
Michael Owens;

H.R. 1987. An act for the rellef of Eimie
Hayashi Crandall;

H. R.2059. An act for the rellef of Edward
Patrick Cloonan;

H. R. 2070. An act for the relief of Dr. Car-
los Recio and his wife, Francisca Marco Palo-
mero de Recio;

H.R.2241. An act for the relief of Amalia
Bertolino Querio;

H.R.2242. An act for the relief of Kim
Joong Yoon;

H.R.2244, An act for the relief of the
estate of Joseph Alfonso;

H.R.2259. An act for the relief of Ales-
sandra Barile Altobelli;

H.R.2306. An act for the relief of Maria
de Rehbinder;

H.R.2307. An act for the relief of Julius,
Ilona, and Henry Flehner;

H.R.2313. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Agnethe Gundhil Sundby;

H.R.2315. An act for the relief of Antonio
(Orejel) Cardenas;

H.R.2349. An act for the rellef of Charles
8. Youngcourt;

H.R.2717. An act for the relief of Giles P.
Fredell and wife;

H. R. 2749, An act for the relief of George
Risto Divitkos;

H.R.2753. An act for the relief of Ger-
aldine Gean Hunt and Linda Marie Hunt;

H. R. 2755. An act for the relief of Benja=
min Johnson;

H.R.2783. An act for the relief of Andrew
Wing-Huen Tsang;

H.R.2044. An act for the relief of Fran-
ziska Lindauer Ball;

H.R.2047. An act for the rellef of Emelda
Ann Schallmo;

H. R.3189. An act for the relief of Dorothy
Claire Maurice;

H. R.3507. An act for the rellef of Luise
Pempfer (now Mrs. William L, Adams);

H.R.3624. An act for the relief of Olga L
Papadopoulou;

H.R.3625. An act for the relief of George
Vourderis;
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H.R. 3626. An act for the relief of Ilse
‘Werner;

H.R.3629. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Nika Kirihara;

H. R. 3630. An act for the relief of Mrs. Uto
Ginoza;

H.R.3864. An act for the relief of Mrs,
‘Elizabeth A. Traufield;

H.R.3871. An act for the relief of Orville
Ennis;

H.R,4284. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Marlannina Monaco;

H. R.4455. An act for the relief of Christa
Harkrader;

H. R. 4640. An act for the relief of James
M. Wilson;

H. R. 5021. An act for the rellef of Harrlet
L. Barchet: and

H.R.6184. An act for the relief of Lt. P. B.
Sampson; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 4663. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to comstruct, operate,
and maintain the Trinity River division,
Central Valley project, California, under Fed-
eral reclamation laws; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H. R. 4707. An act for the relief of Duncan
McQuagge; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

H. J. Res. 251. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue posthumously to the
late S8eymour Richard Belinky, a flight officer
in the United States Army, a commission as
pecond lieutenant, United States Army, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services,

ELIMINATION OF CUMULATIVE VOT=~
ING SHARES OF STOCK OF DIREC-
TORS OF NATIONAL BANKING
ASSOCIATIONS
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, may I have recognition?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I should
like to have a bill made the unfinished
business before the Senate. Then I
shall yield to any Senator who desires
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to speak or make insertions in the
RECORD.

I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Order No. 243, S. 256.
I wish to state that if the motion is
agreed to there will be no votes today on
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McNAamMARA in the chair). The clerk will
state the bill by title.

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill to eliminate
cumulative voting of shares of stock in
the election of directors of national
banking associations unless provided for
in the articles of association.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY HON.
YUSUKE TSURUMI, MEMBER OF
THE HOUSE OF COUNCILLORS OF
JAPAN

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am pleased to have as my guest in the
Senate today a member of the Japanese
House of Councillors, a parliamentary
body of Japan, Mr. Yusuke Tsurumi, who
is a visitor in this country. I should
like to have him stand so he may receive
the greetings of the Senate.

(Mr. Tsurumi rose and was greeted
by the Senate with applause.)

WEEKLY REPORT BY DEPARTMENT
OF STATE ON THE REFUGEE RE-
LIEF PROGRAM
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as

chairman of the Subcommittee on Refu-
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gees, Escapees, and Expellees, of the Sen-
ate Committee on the Judiciary, I am
presenting the weekly report furnished
me by the Department of State. This re-
port is dated June 17, 1955, and shows
that under the Refugee Relief Act of
1953, Public Law 203, 83d Congress, a
total of 35,096 visas has been issued.
Last week, the figure representing the
total number of visas was 33,959, and
the number of visas issued that week
was 1,020. This week, 1,137 visas were is-
sued. The distribution by different
countries, based on the report of June
17, is as follows:

Country: Total issued
Italy - -—-- 21,320
Greece 5, 812
Netherlands 617
Germany 3,004
F 7 - T TR I ey A 2, 859
Far East 889
Others __ i ihak c8

As for the number of persons actually
admitted to this country, I know the Sen-
ate will be interested to know that the
total admissions on June 17 were 23,333.
This figure represents refugees, relatives,
and orphans; and the number for each
category is as follows:

Refugees, escapees, and expellees____ 4,163
Relatives 18, 392
Orphans 778

In order that the Senate may be kept
informed of the actual work being done
under this act, I shall continue to report
on the status of visa applications under
the refugee relief program.

Mr, President, I send forward the
statistical statement on the refugee re-
lief program, dated June 17, 1955, and
ask that it be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

Refugee relief program, status of visa applications, June 17, 1955

Italy | Greece N}:;t:g- Germany| Austris | France g,{f:fn Belgium | Far East| Others | Total
1. Applicants notified of docu: ts required 68, 421 19,070 1,417 22, 042 12, 010 2,124 905 1,513 2,682 436 131, 529
2, Visas issued e - 21,3% 5,812 617 3, 004 2,850 131 139 %7 880 68 35, 006
3. Visas refused 1,648 765 32| 2067 945 152 120 24 622 2| “gass
4, Canceled action_....... 140 140 1,114 674 96 126 118 74 43 3, 088
5. Applicants still in 03 44, 892 12, 362 628 16, 757 7, 532 1, 745 520 1,114 1,007 308 86, 950
6, Assurances received by Adminisérafor. 6, 785 10, 086 426 12, 661 4,812 1, 261 959 688 3,068 1, 395 42, 141
7. Assurances canceled, return = 688 737 117 805 166 86 132 13 426 370 3, 540
8. Assurances verified and sent 5 I e 5, 816 8, 090 264 11, 386 4,403 1, 100 752 2,478 902 36, 804

Nortes
All figures cumulal
Items 6, 7, and 8 reﬂect principal aliens only.

THE ADMINISTRATION'S SECURITY
PROGRAM

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on
June 9, the Honorable Philip B. Perlman,
former solicitor general of the United
States, and one of the most eminent
and public-spirited men I know, testi-
fled before the Subcommittee on Govern-
ment employees’ security program head-
ed by the distinguished senior Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. JouNSTON].
That testimony was one of the most com-
pelling and effective presentations on
the subject of the administration’s secu-
rity program that it has ever been my
pleasure to read.

Although Mr. Perlman’s testimony re-
ceived widespread attention in the press,

Items 1 through 5, status of applicants,
Items 6 through 8, status of assurances.

it was, of course, reported only in small
part. I think this testimony makes such
an effective argument against the secu-
rity program that it deserves to be read
by every Member of the Senate and to
be made a permanent part of the Recorb.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that Mr. Perlman’s remarks be printed
in the body of the REcorp at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

I am here in response to your invitation
to discuss the employee security program,
as established and operated by the current
national administration. You have been
authorized by the Senate of the 84th Con-
gress (1st sess.), under the provisions of

Senate Resolution 20, adopted February 21,
1955, to make a full and complete study and
investigation of that program, and then
to report the results, together with such
recommendation as you may deem advisable.

At least two other subcommittees of the
84th Congress have been giving considera-
tion to the various phases of the employee
security program. Criticism of that pro-
gram has already been voiced in hearings
held by the Subcommittee on Reorganiza-
tion of the Senate Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. The acting chairman of
that subcommittee, Senator HuserT Hum-
PHREY, of Minnesota, came to the conclusion
that there is no security program, “but only
a mass of security programs—as many pro-
grams as there are agencles.” And Senator
HumpPHREY, together with Benator STENNIs,
of Mississippi, has sponscred a joint resolu-
tion, Senate Joint Resolution 21, to estab-
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lish a Commission on Government Security,
to study all phases of the Government secu-
rity operations and procedures, and to make
appropriate recommendations. The Hum-
phrey subcommittee has approved the reso-
lution for the appointment of a study com-
mission, but there are persuasive reasons,
discussed hereinafter, why the proposed
resolution should not be adopted. The
Constitutional Rights Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on the Judiciary has be-
gun an Investigation of abuses of civil
rights, and it may be assumed that no in-
quiry into such a subject can be conducted
without consideration of the impact of the
employee security program upon the rights,
express and implied, of Government em-
ployees; and also the effect of what is known
as the industrial security program on the
millions of employees of private industry
engaged in work under Government contract.

It is to be regretted that this subcommit-
tee's investigation is confined to the Gov-
ernment employee security program. The
industrial security program is operated at the
instance of the Department of Defense, and
follows, in important features, the proce-
dures established under the employee secu-
rity program. Many of the evils and abuses
which have characterized the administration
of the employee security program occur in
the administration of the industrial secu-
rity program, but even if that program is
not yet under investigation by the Congress
there is a reasonable expectation that any
improvements which may be made in the
employee security program as the result of
the investigation or recommendations of
this committee may be incorporated into
the industrial security program.

The great importance to the Nation of
the security measures you are investigating
is indicated by recent rough estimates of the
number of those whose employment is sub-
ject to the security tests prescribed in var-
jous acts of Congress, Executive orders, and
other official action. They are listed as fol-
lows: Government civil employees, 2300,-
000; armed services, 3 million; Atomic En-
ergy Commission and its contractors, 130,-
000; port security program, 500,000; indus-
trial security wrogram, more than 3 million.
These great numbers omit those who have
been or are being subjected to loyalty or
security tests by State and municipal gov-
ernments, and by unofficial systems of one
kind or another in professions, and in pri-
vate employments of all kinds and descrip-
tions. What has been and is being done,
good and bad, by the Federal Government in
the name of national security is being imi-
tated and even enlarged in many areas of
employment where any connection with na-
tional security, as that word has come to be
understood, is so remote as to be practically
nonexistent. This state of affairs should
not be surprising, in view of the fact that
the employee security program, as estab-
lished by President Eisenhower’s Executive
Order 10450, April 29, 1953, applies to all
employees of all agencies of the Federal
Government, whether or not engaged in
employments involving mnational security
consideration.

The deep interest shown by the 84th Con-
gress in the operations of the employee
security program is the result of the con-
clusion reached by many that the program,
as now constituted, is itself the source of
much of the insecurity felt by the Ameri-
can people; that its administration in too
many, but fortunately not all, of the agen-
cies has been delegated to incompetent, un-
qualified, biased, or politically motivated
officials, and that, generally speaking, it is
revealed as one of the most potent and ruth-
less weapons against the freedoms and lib-
erties and rights of the people ever pro-
mulgated by a President of the United
States. I do not belleve I overstate what
to me is a clear and present danger from
this program to the prineciples of equal jus-
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tice upon which the Constitution and Bill
of Rights are founded. I am one of those
outraged by the perversion of needed se-
curity laws and rules into instruments for
the satisfaction of indefensible political
ends, and private prejudices, grudges, and
spleen.

I am reluctant to believe that President
Eisenhower knows or understands the extent
of the evils inherent in his security pro-
gram. I prefer to believe that the truth
has somehow escaped him, although the
daily press, the magazines, and other pub-
lications have been emphasizing the need
for revision, and giving wide publicity to
cases which should never have been allowed
to occur in our country. My faith in Pres-
ident Eisenhower’s good intentions has been
somewhat shattered by a number of inci-
dents which have received nationwide at-
tention. For instance, Wolf Ladejinsky, an
expert on agricultural problems of vital im-
port to the United States, especially in the
conduct at this time of its foreign relations,
was cleared for service in the State Depart-
ment, but was declared a security risk and
refused employment in the Department of
Agriculture. He was then cleared by the
Foreign Operations Administration, and
sent abroad as this country’s representative.
So he remains a security risk and unfit for
employment in the Department of Agricul-
ture, but he is not a security risk and is
available for employment in at least two
other, perhaps all other, agencies of the
Federal Government. What could be more
ridiculous than suck a situation as this—
one that, it should be regretfully added, was
expressly approved by the President of the
United States? What greater indictment
of the entire employee security program
could be drawn than the bare statement of
the facts of this case?

Incredible as it may seem, there are even
worse cases which have been brought to the
President’s attention, and on which no cor-
rective action has been taken by him or any-
one else. I mention, for example, the case
of Dr,. Edward U. Condon, one of our greatest
scientists and former Director of the Bureau
of Standards. In that capacity his re-
searches were so valuable to the Nation that
Dr. Edward Teller, who is credited with lead-
ership in the work through which the hydro-
gen bomb became available, has said that
Dr. Condon advanced the completion of the
project, upon which the safety of the entire
Nation now so greatly depends, by many
months, perhaps as much as a year. After
being cleared at least three times under
loyalty programs previously in force, Dr.
Condon became the director of research for
the Corning Glass Works, New York, and he
was again investigated and given a hearing
under the Industrial security program. He
was cleared for the fourth time in July 1954,
but the fact of the clearance was not pub-
lished until October 19, 1954—3 months later.
Two days after the publication, the Secre-
tary of the Navy, Mr. Charles S. Thomas, was
announcing on radio and television that he
had revoked Dr. Condon’s clearance. The
Vice President of the United States, from
Butte, Mont., and from other western points,
where he was engaged In making speeches
in the political campaign then approaching
a climax, was quoted as saying that he had
intervened in the matter. Secretary Thomas
gave no understandable reason for his be-
lated revocation of the decision made by the
board created for the purpose of taking the
testimony and passing upon the merits of
the case. Vice President Nixon had no offi-
cial duties with respect to the employee
security program or the industrial security
program. His intervention in the Condon
case, assuming he was correctly quoted in
the New York Times, is inexplicable except,
perhaps, on grounds of political expediency.
It remains only to be pointed out that if
the decisions of any of the Federal security
boards or panels can be annulled at the
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pleasure or whim of the head of the agency,
or through the intervention of outsiders to
the proceedings, weeks and months after the
decisions have been made and the parties
notified, then there is no security program
worthy of the name. Government by law,
or regulation or rule adopted pursuant to
law, ceases to exist under such eircumstances,

With these and other deplorable instances
of injustices before him, it can be under-
stood why Dr. Vannevar Bush, president of
the Carnegie Institution of Washington and
one of our greatest scientists, was impelled
tt; szay in an address delivered in December
1 s

“The test in this country is whether we
can truly maintain our freedoms and guard
our way of life against threats from with-
out, against subversion within, and against
our own errors and aberrations. We have
the evil practice of ruthless, ambitious men
who use our loyalty procedures for political
purposes. Suspicion and distrust are rame-
pant in the land.”

Perhaps it should be emphasized that I
am not dealing with the question as to
whether the accused persons I have named
should be regarded as security risks. I have
not read the records in the cases and I do
not know of my own knowledge whether
there was ever any reasonable basis for the
proceedings. What I do know, however, is
that any program or system under which a
person can be solemnly declared to be a se-
curity risk in one agency of the Government
of the United States, especially an agency
concerned with agricultural problems, and
at the same time hold a complete clearance
from the Department of State and from the
Foreign Operations Administration, lacks
honest, intelligent and impartial adminis-
tration, and is a national disgrace. And so
I take this opportunity to call the attention
of the subcommittee to the case of the re-
nowned scientist, apparently entitled to the
lasting gratitude of the Nation, persecuted
while in public office and hounded while in
private employment, his clearance approved
by the tribunal charged with the responsi-
bility and revoked at the instance of ruthless
politicians to make a sensation during a po-
litical campaign.

President Elsenhower's Executive Order
No. 10450, creating the Employee Security
Program, subjects all Federal civilian offi-
cers and employees, concerning whom there
may be unevaluated derogatory information,
to the danger of being suspended without
notice and without pay; and, further, to the
permanent loss of public employment on al-
legations from undisclosed sources.

Executive Order No. 10450 abolished the
loyalty program, established by President
Truman under the provisions of Executive
Order No. 9835, March 21, 1947, and adopted
new procedures, applicable to all derelictions
charged against civilian officers and employ-
ees—from actual disloyalty down to disa-
greeable or unsuitable behavior. It com-
pletely eliminated the preexisting distinc-
tion between loyalty and nonloyalty cases,
and opened the way for the unfortunate ef-
fort by high officials of the present national
administration to make it appear, for politi«
cal purposes, that all separations from Fed-
eral employment involved subversion or dis-
loyalty.

The distinctlon between loyalty and non-
loyalty cases, previously so carefully pre-
served, except where specifically authorized
by acts of Congress in agencles engaged in
highly confidential and sensitive operations,
was continued during the existence of the
loyalty program. That program was adopted
in accordance with recommendations made
in a report to President Truman by his
Temporary Commission on Employee Loy-
alty, created by Executive Order No. 98086,
November 25, 1946. The Commission was
composed of representatives from the De-
partments of Justice, State, Treasury, War,
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Navy, and by the President of the Civil Serv-
jce Commission., The report contained a
statement of the historical background of
inquiries, beginning in 1939, into matters
concerning the loyalty to the United States
of employees and applicants for Federal em=~
ployment. Before 1939 such inquiries were
not made, except in emergency periods, such
as during World War I, and, indeed, were
regarded by the Civil Service Commission
as prohibited under Civil Service Rule I,
adopted in 1884, and which provided: “No
question in any form or application in any
examination shall be so framed as to elicit
information concerning the political or re-
ligious opinions or affiliations of any appli-
cant, nor shall any inquiry be made con-
cerning such opinions, or affiliations, and
all disclosures thereof shall be discounte-
nanced.” The original Hatch Act of August
2, 1939, prohibited Government employees
from membership in any organization ad-
vocating the overthrow of the Government,
and from that time there were a succession
of acts, listed in the report, relating to the
same subject. From 1841 through December
1046 there were a total number of 9,604,935
placements in Federal service, 392,889 com-
pleted investigations, and 1,307 persons found
to be ineligible on loyalty grounds, a little
more than three-tenths of 1 percent. Of all
those found to be ineligible for employment,
43,537—3.3 percent—were barred on loyalty
grounds.

The employee security program jumbled
together in one program cases involving
loyalty; security, as distinguished from loy-
alty; and unsuitability, as distinguished from
loyalty. 'That mixture is supposed to have
been authorized by the act of August 26,
1950 (5 U. B. C. 22-1 et seq.). The em-
ployee security program, however, is in di-
rect violation of the intent of Congress,
clearly expressed at the time of the passage
of the act upon which it is claimed to be
based. For that reason, and also because
the employee security program is incon-
sistent with important provisions of the act,
there is substantial ground upon which to
doubt the validity of the entire Executive
order. (The constitutionality of the loy-
alty program adopted in 1947 and revoked
in 1953 was questioned but not decided in
the Supreme Court in Peters v. Hobby (No.
376, October term, 1954, June 6, 1955); and
the validity of the employee security pro-
gram is challenged in Cole v. Young (No,
12,526, in the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia Circuit) ).

It should be noted that many of the safe-
guards against unfair and discriminatory
treatment of Federal employees, existing un-
der the previous program, were destroyed by
Executive Order No. 10450, and the regula-
tions subsequently adopted. An employee,
once suspended without pay, may walt an
indefinite length of time before his case
is heard by a board appointed by his agency
head, and he may never know what the hear-
ing board decided. There is no appeal from
the action of the agency head. A suspended
employee labors under the handicap of a
presumption of guilt, a concept foreign to the
basic principles of our form of government
and to the traditions inherited from Anglo-
Baxon common law, Of course, no such pre-
sumption is written into the Executive order
or into the agency regulations, but it is im-
plicit in the procedures in the program. The
employee, faced with charges as vague as his
agency may choose, in the name of security,
to make them, is forced to prove his inno-
cence beyond any doubt to the satisfaction
of those who started the proceedings against
him. And that, because, among other rea-
sons, most of the hearing boards are com=-
poeed of employees from other agencies, con~
scious of the risk they run of having their
conclusions questioned by congressional in-
vestigating committees, or by their own
agency heads, is usually an exceedingly diffi-
cult task.
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No good reason for this situation exists in
the axiom, usually advanced in discussions
of the subject, that nobody has a legal right
to be a policeman, or to any other public
employment. The rules or regulations ap-
plicable to applicants for a public job are
one thing—the Government's conduct to-
ward those 1t has accepted for permanent em-
ployment is quite another. Laws enacted by
Congress over a long period of years, and
regulations adopted in pursuance of those
laws, were designed to vest certain rights in
Government employees for the purpose of
building a career service immune from in-
vasions by politicians hoping to benefit from
the spolls system, or lack of system.

There were, before the adoption of the
employee security progranr, provisions in
Federal laws granting certain departments
ahd agencies, engaged in operations the dis-
closure of which would be detrimental to
the United States, authority to suspend with-
out pay, pending final determination on the
merits, civilian officers and employees be-
lieved to be security risks. Before 1950,
when the present law on that subject was
enacted, such authority was vested in the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense,
the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Ailr
Force, the Secretary of Commerce, the At-
torney General and the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. The act of August 26, 1850 (5 U. 8.
C. 22-1 et seq.), added three additional
groups of employees in three sensitive agen-
cies—the National Advisory Committee for
Aeronautics, the National Security Resources
Board, and the Coast Guard (under the
Treasury Department).

When the bill which finally became the
act of August 26, 1850 (Public Law 733 of
the 81st Cong. 2d sess.) was pending in the
2d session of the 81st Congress as H. R. 7439,
the House Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service made a report (No. 2330, June
26, 1950), in which it was stated:

“The bill does not deal with the suspension
or removal of disloyal Federal employees.
Executive Order 9835 of March 21, 1947, es-
tablishes procedures under which employees
who are found to be disloyal are removed
from the Federal Government. This bill is
concerned with the all-important problem of
dealing with those Federal employees who,
although loyal to the United States, act in
a manner which jeopardizes national secu-
rity, either through wanton carelessness or
general disregard for the public good. The
committee believes it is impossible to treat
security risks and disloyal employees in the
same manner. Disloyal persons should not
be employed Iin the Federal service, and
where they are found and removed they are
not entitled to Federal employmnt of any
kind. On the other hand, if it is determined
that a person separated as a securlity risk
is gualified and suitable for other Federal
employment, the committee believes that it
is appropriate for such employee to work for
the Government in nonsensitive Government
agencies. The bill makes ample provision
for the employment in nonsensitive agencies
of certain of those employees who may be
classified in sensitive departments and
agencies as security risks.”

After it had passed the House, the bill went
to the Senate, and was referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. In its report
(No. 2158, July 25, 1950), the Senate com-
mittee said:

“It will be noticed that the bill, as amend-~
ed, is not designed to set aside the President’s
loyalty program. It is intended that his
program will be continued.”

The Senate report repeated substantially
the views of the House committee:

“Executive Order 9835 of March 21, 1947,
established procedures under which employ=
ees found to be disloyal, as distinct from poor
security risks, could be removed from the
Federal Government.”

“This bill is concerned primarily with the
problem of dealing with those Federal em-
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ployees who, although loyal, are so care-
less as to jeopardize the national security.
Disloyal persons should not be permitted to
be employed in the Federal service under
any circumstances, They are not entitled
to Federal employment of any kind. On the
other hand, it is the opinion of the com-
mittee that if the Civil Service Commission
so determines, a person separated as a se-
curity risk could be placed in another Federal
job where the work is of such a nature as
not to be jeopardized by his employment.

“The bill, as amended, provides that the
individual concerned can ask the Civil Serv-
ice Commission to review his case to de-
termine whether or not he is suitable for
reemployment in a nonsensitive agency.
The bill does not provide an appeal from
the decision of the head of the department
whose action will be final and conclusive
insofar as action affecting the individual in
his own agency is concerned.”

It seems beyond dispute, therefore, that
(1) the act of 1950 contemplated the con-
tinuance of the Loyalty Program and not
its abolition; that (2) the congressional
committees envisioned a security risk as one
not involving disloyalty, and believed it im-
possible to treat security risks and disloyal
employees in the same manner; and that
(3) it was intended that the sensitive
agencies should be limited in number, and
that a person found to be a security risk in
a sensitive agency should be available for
employment in a nonsensitive agency.

The heads of the few departments and
agencies specifically named were the only
ones given authority to suspend civilian offi-
cers and employees without notice and with-
out pay, and, following such investigation
and review as deemed necessary, to termi-
nate the employment of any suspended officer
or employee.

However, the act of August 28, 1950, con-
tained a sectlon which provided that in
addition to the departments and agencies
named in the act its provisions would apply
to such other departments and agencies as
the President may, from time to time, deem
necessary in the best interests of national
security. It should be noted that the Presi-
dent’s authority to add departments and
agencies was limited to the requirements of
national security., That this restricted grant
of power was never intended to be used as
authority to extend the coverage of the act
of 1950 to every department and agency of
the Federal Government Is made certain, not
only by the statements in the reports of
both the House and Senate committees but
by the detailed provisions in the act itself
for the employment in some other depart-
ment or agency, with the approval of the
Civil Service Commission, of persons whose
services were terminated by a department or
agency under the provisions of the act.
This provision has now become obsolete. A
security risk, except In the Ladejinsky case,
is not transferred for the simple reason that
no agencies employ persons already deter-
mined to be security risks.

President Truman used the power to add
to the number of sensitive agencies only
once. He added the Panama Canal and the
Panama Ralilroad Company by Executive
Order No. 10237, April 26, 1951.

Before President Eisenhower's Executive
order of April 27, 1953, became effective, Fed-
eral clvilian officers and employees could be
separated from employment under the au-
thority of the provisions of—

1. The Lloyd-La Follette Act (37 Stat. 555
(1912), as amended; 62 Stat, 354 (1948), 5
U. 8. C. A. sec. 6562 (a) ), and various related
laws, Executive orders and regulations, in-
cluding especially the regulations adopted
by the Civil Service Commission: The Lloyd-
La Follette Act, as amended, provides that
no person in the classified civil service shall
be removed or suspended therefrom without
pay except for such cause as will promote
the efficiency of such service and for reasonsa
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given in writing. It is provided that before
any action can be taken the person whose
removal or suspension without pay is sought
shall have notice in writing of the charges
against him, be furnished with a copy of
the charges, be allowed a reasonable time to
answer the charges, file affidavits, and be
furniched with a written deecision on his
answer. The regulations provide that the
employee shall be retained in an active duty
or annual leave status until final declsion.
One of the main purposes of the Lloyd-La
Follette Act and the regulations was to pro-
tect employees in the classified service from
removal for purely political reasons.

2. The loyalty program, established by
Executive Order No. 9835, March 21, 1947, as
amended: Under that program, from Decem-
ber 1947, through December 19562, more than
6,600,000 persons had been checked for loy-
alty and security, and more than 25,500
persons had been given FBI full field investi-
gations; 6,411 persons either had been dis-
missed, denied employment, resigned, or
withdrew applications for employment. Un-
der its provisions each Federal department
and agency set up its own loyalty board to
pass upon the merits of charges or derogatory
information affecting its employees. These
boards, armed with FBI and other reports,
held hearings at which the person under
accusation was present and was entitled to
produce witnesses and to be represented by
counsel. Each loyalty board made a recom-
mendation on each case to the head of the
agency in which the board functioned. If
the action of the loyalty board was adverse
to the employee, there was an appeal to or
review by the head of the agency, and if the
decision was still adverse, the employee had
a right of appeal to the Loyalty Review
Board, which reviewed all the proceedings,
and made its independent recommendation.
The cases of applicants for appointment, and
all others except permanent employees were
heard and determined by the Clvil Service
Commission's regional loyalty boards, and
there also was provision for appeal to the
Loyalty Review Board. This board, which
reached 22 in number, was composed of
eminent citizens, distinguished in the pro-
fessions and industry, appointed by the
Civil Service Commission without regard to
political affiliation. In fact, the Loyalty Re-
view Board, during President Truman's ad-
ministration, was headed by persons who
happened to belong to the opposite political
party. The provision for successive appeals,
the absence of secrecy in the conduct of the
proceedings, the opportunity for public dis-
cussion of the cases, served, despite handi-
caps inherent in measures to protect con-
fldential sources and methods of obtaining
information, to provide what was believed by
many to be a reasonably adequate program
to shield innocent employees from injustice
and discrimination. At the same time, the
loyalty program helped to eliminate any
communistic or other subversive elements in
Government service, and, together with the
Hatch and other related acts of Congress, to
assure the employment of none but those
completely loyal to the Government. The
loyalty program was far from perfect. It
was an experiment, thrust upon the Nation
by the existence of a worldwide conspiracy
to infiltrate, undermine, and weaken all
democratic governments; to learn and ex-
ploit their secrets, and to sow dissension and
fear and strife. Some mistakes were made
in the administration of the loyalty program,
and the way opened for abuses, the extent
of which are now becoming apparent.

It has now been decided (June 6, 1955) by
the Supreme Court of the United States, in
the Peters case, that the Loyalty Review
Board had no authority to post-audit cases,
and to reverse, by its own motion, the find-
ings of agency loyalty boards in favor of ac-
cused employees. The right of confronta-
tion of accusers and the rigll of cross-
examination have. been so generally
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breached under the securlty programs that
there is a serious question as to whether the
resulting injustice to suspected persons and
the weakening of safeguards upon which all
free citizens are accustomed to rely are nec-
essary to promote the national security. The
accused employees and even hearing boards
are not informed as to whether it is actually
necessary to withhold the identity of ac-
cusers for actual security reasons, or
whether, as must be the situation in some
cases, the informers prefer to remain secret
in order better to perpetrate an injustice.
The Government, I assume, would not de-
Iiberately protect such people but its officials
do not seem to have any choice. Then, too,
there has been a tendency, because of inex-
perience and because of pressure from those
seeking political advantage, to place undue
emphasis upon trivial incidents and circum-
stances, and to build up theorles of guilt by
assoclation—theories under which nets could
be woven of sufficient width to entrap almost
everybody.

One glaring defect, inherited and enlarged
by the security program, is the rehearing or
retrial, time and again, of the same charges
based on the same information. It seems
Impossible for any Government employee,
once derogatory information of any charac-
ter reaches his files, to obtain final and per-
manent clearance. Any charge or hearing,
however innocent of wrongdoing the em-
ployee may be, produces a cloud which hangs
permanently over the personnel record of
the employee and militates against his
chances of promotion or employment else-
where, even in another place in the same
government. In an effort to devise a plan
under which duplication of investigations,
of hearings and of successive clearances
would be eliminated, the previous admin-
istration was at work on an employee fitness
program when its tenure of office came to an
end. That project was never completed.

It is worthy of the heaviest possible em-
phasis that under the loyalty program as
established by Executive Order No. 9835,
March 21, 1947, and as thereafter adminis-
tered, no person was separated from Govern-
ment service or was taken off the Govern-
ment payrolls and his livelihood endangered
or destroyed, until his case had been adju-
dicated, after opportunity to present his de-
fenses either to the agency or the reviewing
loyalty board. There were practically no
exceptions to this rule. That is not the
situation today.

3. The act of August 26, 1950 (ch. 8083,
Public Law 733, sec. 1, 64 Stat. 476, U. 8. C. A.
5, sec. 22-1, and Executive Order No. 10237,
April 26, 1951), which designated the par-
ticular sensitive departments and agencies,
the heads of which, in the interests of na-
tional security, were given power of summary
suspension of officers and employees without
pay. The suspended employee is entitled to
notice of the reasons for his suspension only
to the extent that the agency head deter-
mines that the Interests of national security
permit. The employee is given an oppor-
tunity within 30 days to file statements or
affidavits to show why he should be restored
to duty. The agency head is given power to
terminate completely the employment of a
suspended ‘civilian officer or employee when-
ever necessary or advisable in the interest of
national security.

Congress intended, as the committee re-
ports prove, that all three of these avenues for
the removal of employees should remain in
effect for use by the heads of departments
and agencies—the Lloyd-La Follette Act for
the suspension and removal of incompetent,
unqualified, and otherwise undesirable em-
ployees; the loyalty program for the removal
of the disloyal and the subversive, and the
act of 1950 for the removal of security risks,
as distinguished from those disloyal. The
congressional committees sald that they in-
tended the act of 1950 to relate only to the
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problem of dealing with Federal employees
who, although loyal to the United States,
“act in a manner which jeopardizes national
security, either through wanton carelessness
or general disregard for the public good.”
The conclusion that it was impossible to
treat disloyal persons and security risks in
the same manner was based mainly on the
ground that disloyal persons should not be
employed anywhere in the Federal service,
but that persons found to be security risks,
where matters of a confidential or sensitive
nature are handled, might be qualified and
suitable for employment in a nonsensitive
agency,

It may seem to be curious that final deter-
minations in cases of subversion and dis-
loyalty involved procedures for notice, hear-
ing, and successive appeals, although em-
ployees charged with being security risks—
and not with disloyalty—might be removed
from sensitive agencies without notice and
without pay, pending final action. On re-
flection, the reason seems obvious. As al-
ready stated, it was provided in the act of
Congress that any official or employee deemed
unsuitable as a security risk in sensitive
agencies, which were comparatively few in
number, would, if qualified for employment
elsewhere in government, be eligible for such
employment. Then, too, a determination of
disloyalty to the United States, carries with it
& permanent stigma, a judgment which may
bar the accused from public employment
anywhere in the United States, and which
may close the door to opportunities for
private employment as well. In addition,
such a determination may invite criminal
prosecutions. The offender, under any cir-
cumstances, is marked for life. Because,
therefore, in cases involving such grave con-
sequences to the accused, and where con-
clusions are reached without the aid of juries
and without the rules of evidence observed
in the courts, President Truman, on the
recommendations of his Commission, in his
Executive order establishing the loyalty pro-
gram, attempted to minimize the danger of
abuse through provisions for hearings, ap-
peals, and for a full consideration by com-
petent, disinterested persons unlikely to be
subjected to or influenced by political or
other extraneous infiuences.

Although the loyalty program contem-
plated that a person under charges might be
suspended from the actual performance of
duties pending a determination as to loyalty,
the presumption of innocence until a deter-
mination otherwise was implicit in all the
provisions of the loyalty program. Congress
knew of the safeguards and approved them,
as the committee reports indicate. In ad-
dition the statutory provisions for suspen-
slon and removal under the Lloyd-La Follette
Act, the varlous other acts of Congress, and
Executive orders, were intended to give the
heads of departments ample authority to free
the Government service of inefficient, in-
competent, and sometimes corrupt employees
who manage from time to time to obtain
public employment, as they do also in private
enterprise. No such suspensions or removals
ordinarily, except where a crime is involved,
carry a permanent stigma, nor the conse-
quences incident to a determination of dis-
loyalty.

The eflect of President Eisenhower’s order
of April 27, 1953, was to make, for the pur-
poses of the security program established
by that order, every department and agency
of the Federal Government a sensitive de-
partment or agency, whether handling con-
fidential matters or not. The simultaneous
abolition of the entire loyalty program, to-
gether with all of the machinery and pro=-
cedures for handling loyalty cases, and the
merging of all loyalty and security cases into
one program and one set of general pro-
cedures with regulations of details left to
each agency, contrary to the express intent
of Congress, compels every civilian employee
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of the Federal Covernment to work under
conditions where anonymous charges lack-
ing any tangible basis may be used to de-
prive him of his livelihood temporarily and,
perhaps permanently, to subject him to sus-
pension without notice and without pay; and
where, if any action is taken against him,
there is a presumption of guilt which im-
poses upon him the heavy burden of estab-
lishing his innocence. This burden usually
cannot be met without heavy expense for
gathering witnesses, for the preparation of
affidavits, for the employment of lawyers,
for the cost of a stenographic transcript of
testimony—and all this occurs during the
period when the employee is under suspen-
slon without pay and therefore without the
income upon which, in many cases, he is
absolutely dependent.

Under the provisions of the Executive order
establishing the employee security program,
and the regulations prepared by Attorney
General Brownell for the Justice Department,
the authority conferred upon the head of the
department to make summary suspensions
without pay was delegated to the heads of
divisions, bureaus, services, boards, and
officers. The heads of other departments and
agencles of Government have delegated
authority to such officer or officers as have
been selected by them. It is now evident
that many such selections have not been
carefully and prudently made, and it should
be pointed out that neither the Executive
order nor the sample regulations prepared
by the Attorney General for use by all de-
partments and agencies contain provisions
specifying any particular gualifications for
those entrusted with the heavy responsibility
of evaluating information and of determin-
ing whether or not to initiate proceedings
against other officials and employees. Upon
the receipt of derogatory information relat-
ing to criteria set forth in the regulations
the evaluation of such information takes
place, and then there is a determination as
to whether suspension is necessary. The
criteria include, among more specific items,
information concerning any behavior, ac-
tivities, or associations which tend to show
that the employee is not reliable or trust-
worthy. If suspension is ordered, it occurs
immediately and there is a perlod not ex-
ceeding 30 days before the employee is ad-
vised in writing of the charges against him.,
It is provided in the sample regulations that
the statement of charges “shall be as spe-
cific and detailed as security considerations,
including the need for protection of confi-
dential sources of information, permit and
shall be subject to amendment within 30
days of issuance.”

So that now all the employee is told about
the charges against him is what a division
head or other superlor official, and the
agency’'s security officer, decide to tell him.
Important facts, needed for an adequate de-
fense, may be withheld in the discretion of
the security officer because of alleged securlty
considerations and the need for protecting
confidential sources of information, although
the employee concerned may never know
whether the reason was valid. Under the
loyalty program measures for protecting the
national security and the sources of confi-
dential information were included, but it was
also provided that the accused official or
employee should be informed in writing of
the nature of the charges against him in
sufficient detail, “so that he will be enabled
to prepare his defense.” The Elsenhower-
Brownell program, as embodied in the Execu-
tive order, contains no such provision. The
Executive order does not require that an
accused employee, whether it be on loyalty
or any other charges, no matter how serious
or how comparatively trivial, be told any-
thing in particular. The regulations pre-
pared by the Attorney General for the Jus-
tice Department merely provide that “said
statement of charges shall be as specific as
security considerations permit” (sec. 9 (c¢)).
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Inasmuch as security, for the purposes of the
program, includes all derelictions of duty,
it may be wondered just what application
such a general and vague formula can or
should have to cases in which loyalty plays
no part; and also how, in loyalty cases, a
defense can be prepared if the charges are
as general and vague as the formula itself.
A statement of charges is analogous to an
indictment, and in many instances, now that
loyalty, and security, and everything else is
scrambled together, the consequences of such
charges may be just as severe on the accused
as an indictment formally returned by a
grand jury. But under the Eisenhower-
Brownell employee security program, the
employee, his means of livelihood at stake,
is to be told only what his superiors decide
security considerations may permit.

Except in those few departments and
agencies where different security regulations
have been adopted, a suspended employee s
given 30 days to make his answer and file
supporting affidavits, after which he is en-
titled to a hearing before a hearing board
of not less than 3 civilian officers or em-
ployees of other departments and agencles
of the Federal Government. The Atomic
Energy Commission, for example, established
a special board to hear the case of Dr. J. Rob-
ert Oppenheimer, naming three outstanding
citizens not in Government employment;
and the Department of the Navy, in addition
to its security hearing boards, established
under the act of August 26, 1850 (Public
Law 733, 8lst Cong.) and the Eisenhower
Executive Order 10450, has created a security
appeal board, which reviews the findings of
the hearing boards for the guidance of the
officer to whom authority to take final action
was delegated by the Secretary of the Navy
(the procedure followed in the much pub-
licized case of Abraham Chasanow, an em-
ployee in the Navy Hydrographie Office).

The sample regulations prepared by the
Attorney General provide that no person
ghall serve as a member of a security hearing
board in the case of an employee with whom
he is acquainted. There is no provision fix-
ing the time within which, after the answer
is filed, the hearing should take place. Pre-
sumably at least 2 months elapse from the
date of suspension until the answer is filed,
and thereafter there is no time limit on any
of the prescribed procedures. The security
hearing board will be selected and will sit
whenever arrangements are made by the de-
partment or agency head, or by those to
whom the authority is delegated. After the
hearing is over, the board is required to make
a decision in writing, and the department
or agency head then makes the final deter-
mination. There is no provision for a time
within which, after a hearing is held, a de-
cision should be reached elther by the hear-
ing board or finally by the department or
agency head. The employee may be held
under suspension without pay for an indefi-
nite period. If the final decision is favor-
able, he is reimbursed, if he is a permanent
employee, for the salary withheld during the
period of suspension, but he is not reim-
bursed for the costs he incurred, and they
are certain to be substantial, in meeting the
burden of proving his innocence. Moreover,
any employee without permanent status who
is suspended and thereafter reinstated may
be deprived of all pay during the period he
was mistakenly or wrongfully suspended.
The Comptroller General has ruled that the
act of August 26, 1950 (Public Law 733, 8lst
Cong.) providing for compensation does not
apply in such cases, and litigation is pending.

The innocent employee, while awaiting the
final decision, is forced into a dilemma. It
is to his interest to wait, at whatever cost,
and whatever deprivation. If he seeks em-
ployment elsewhere, he 1s handicapped by the
fact that unresolved charges are pending
against him. If his needs force him to apply
elsewhere, and if he is successful in obtain-
ing other employment, his case may never be
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adjudicated and the charges remain as a
permanent cloud over his good name, a
handiecap to future employment in the Fed-
eral Government, and a serious obstacle to
opportunities for position and promotion in
private employment.

If, on the other hand, he walts and the
decision is adverse to him, he is left without
remedy, irreparably and permanently in-
jured. There is no appeal. Moreover, he
may never know what the hearing board de-
cided, whether its decision was unanimous
or whether there was a dissent. The hear-
ings are private. The regulations provide
that there shall be present at the hearing
only the members of the hearing board, the
stenographer, the employee, his counsel, the
agency employees concerned, and the wit-
nesses when actually giving testimony. As
originally sent to the various department
and agency heads, the proposed regulations
drafted by the Attorney General provided
that a copy of the decision of the hearing
board should be sent to the employee. When
he came to put the regulations into effect in
his own Department—the Department of
Justice—the Attorney General not only elim-
inated this provision but expressly provided
(sec. 11 (N)) that “the employee shall not
be advised of the decision of the board or of
the dissenting opinion of any of its mem-
bers.” So, in the Department of Justice, and
in such other departments and agencies as
have adopted the same procedures, the sus-
pended employee does not know whether the
final decision which determines his fate fol-
lows the findings of the hearing board, or
whether it overrules and ignores the conclu-
slons of those who heard the testimony in
the case. Because of the different regula-
tions there is no uniform practice, and em-
ployees in one department or agency may be
given information denied to employees else-
where in Government.

It seems difficult to arrive at a sound reason
for withholding such information from the
accused employee, especially where the mem-
bers of hearing boards are picked by the
heads of the departments or agencies in
which the charges against employees are
issued from lists maintained by the Civil
Bervice Commission, The lack of any right
of appeal puts the employee at the mercy,
if any, of those who formulate the charge
against him. They are the subordinates of
the head of the department or agency, and
may be presumed to be ablding by and en-
forcing his policles as to employees as well
as operations. In any event, most of the
hearing boards are in a difficult situation.
Its members are not usually heads of de-
partments or agencies, or outside of the Gov-
ernment, as in the Oppenheimer case, and,
therefore, their ability to hold their own
positions may be endangered if they antago-
nize others possessing great power and au-
thority. The demand made, from time to
time, by congressional investigating com-
mittees for the names of those who gave
clearance to or dismissed charges against
officials anl employees under attack is suffi-
clent warning to every member of a secu-
rity hearing board that conclusions reached
by them may be the subject of investigation
and criticism, if not in accord with the opin-
ions of subsequent investigators. The wide-
spread fears endangered by the character
of investigations conducted by congressional
committees, and the natural reluctance of
any Government official or employee to be-
come involved in any such procedures con-
tribute to difficulties in arriving at entirely
objective findings. In view of the present
climate of opinion in this country, mem-
bers of hearing boards can hardly be blamed
for feeling that the well-publicized dema-
gogs of the day are peering over their shoul-
ders and breathing down their necks. And
where, as in the Department of Justice, such
findings are to be kept secret from the em-
ployee involved, the chances for injustice
would seem to multiply.
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The abolition of the loyalty program and
the substitution of the new procedures for
the adjudication of practically every conceiv-
able kind of charge from simple bad be-
havior to treason has resulted in the equa-
tion of the term ‘“security risk” with sub-
version or communism. The public impres-
sion that they are all one and the same
thing has been fostered by recent events.
For a period of time It was the practice of
officials high in Government to announce
the total number of persons suspended or
dismissed or who had resigned, or who had
for any reason or no reason been added
to the number of security risks, together
with statements relating to communism or
subversion. For instance, when the Attor-
ney General, under extremely dramatic cir-
cumstances, testified before the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee in an at-
tempt to substantiate his assault on Presi-
dent Truman in the matter of the Harry
Dexter White case, he suggested that the
subcommittee should examine with great
care the reasons given for keeping White
in Government employment, and also ex-
amine the record of what had been done to
protect the national security. And the At~
torney General said:

“Despite difficulties stemming from past
laxity, 1,456 employees have been separated
from Federal Government payrolls since Jan-
uary 1953, on the grounds that they are se-
curity risks. More cases are still under con-
sideration.

“Our work to date has clearly shown the
need for at least two new laws to help the
Government in the prosecution of espionage
cases."”

The Attorney General sandwiched the fig-
ure of 1,456 security risks between comments
on the Harry Dexter White case and recom-
mendations for new espionage laws. The
unavoidable conelusion from this treatment
of the employee security program was that
the security risk cases, or most of them, were
espionage cases, or involving disloyalty in
some form. The Attorney General, at the
same hearing, admitted, under questioning
that some of the cases involved drunkenness
and some involved sexual perversion, but the
Attorney General was content to leave it at
that, and never then or thereafter attempted
to give a clear idea as to what the 1,456 cases
really involved. The figure of 1,456, used by
the Attorney General in November 1953, had
already been given out at the White House
during the latter part of October. On De-
cember 4, 1953, Governor Dewey of New York
made the statement that the 1,456 alleged se-
curity risks had been planted in the Gov-
ernment of the United States under Demo-
cratic administrations, and coupled that
statement with the observation that it is nice
to have a government which is not infested
with spies and traitors. Senator JosePH
McCarTHY said publicly that practically all
of the 1,456 weére removed because of Com-
munist connections and activities. Postmas-
ter General Summerfield made statements
giving the same impression and Bernard
Shanley, the President’s legal adviser, who
later made complete retraction, said that
1,456 subversives had been kicked out of the
Government. And there are many other in-
stances of similar statements by Cabinet
officers and lesser officials of the national ad-
ministration, as well as those contained in
press releases issued under the auspices of
the Republican National Committee.

Later on, the number of security separa-
tions, still practically indistinguishable from
cases involving communism and subversion,
was raised to 2,200, and then to 2,600. More
recently the number generally used has in-
creased to 8,008.

Due, however, to persistent inquiries made
by the press and by members of congressional
committees in the Senate and House, it has
been learned that the number of security risk
cases, so far as the departments and agencies
in Washington are concerned, do not involve
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a single known Communist, and outside of
Washington, and including all the nearly
2,500,000 Federal employees, there are indi-
cations that only 1 alleged Communist, and
he an obscure person in an unimportant po-
sition, is sup to have been found. In-
asmuch as his identity and the place—some=
where in the Northwest—where he is sup-
posed to have been employed have not been
revealed, and there is no information that
he has been prosecuted for violation of the
Hatch Act or the Smith Act or any other act,
that single vague exception seems on the
verge of disappearance, -

In the State Department, under attack for
years, there have been several hundred secu-
rity-risk cases, but these did not include the
case of a single Communist; the Security
Director there, at an early stage of congres-
sional inquiry into what began to be called
a numbers racket, said that only 11 cases
involved loyalty charges, and of those only
4 cases were begun under the present admin-
istration. It may be assumed that the num-
ber is now larger. The Justice Department’s
security-risk cases at that time involved
loyalty charges in only 8 cases, and there,
as elsewhere, no known Communists were
involved. But perhaps just as important
information as the relatively few number
of loyalty cases is the fact, finally uncovered
with difficulty, that the number of security-
risk cases publicized by the administration
includes many cases of resignations, and
even deaths, where no final determinations
based on evidence were ever made or ever
can be made. The number of alleged secu-
rity-risk cases announced by the Chairman
of the Civil Service Commission even in-
cludes many cases of transfers of employees
from one department to another.

The chairman of this committee, Senator
OLmv D. JoENSTON, as far back as January
1954, when the alleged security risks num-
bered but 2,200, challenged Attorney General
Brownell to support his charges of large
numbers of subversives in Government.
Senator JoHNsTON pointed out that every
Federal employee must take an oath of
office, and publicly demanded that the At-
torney General disclose the number of in-
dictments, if any, he obtained from among
those dismissed as security risks. “If there
are none, as I suspect,” sald Senator JouN-
sTON, “then he should resign his office.” If
any of the original 1,456 security risks, or
the later 2,200, 2,500, 8,008, or any number
dismissed sinc: the Eisenhower security pro-
gram went into effect has been indicted or
tried or convicted for obtaining govern-
mental employment while holding member-
ship in an organization advocating the over-
throw of the Government, that fact has
escaped my notice. I am under the impres-
sion that, despite all the propaganda about
Communists and other subversives in Fed-
eral employment, no such cases have ever
been brought, as I am sure that, if any, they
are 50 few in number as to be unwo “hy of
public attention.

There is no doubt, however, that every
possible device has been used to make it
appear that great numbers of subversives
were in the Federal service when the pres-
ent program went into effect, ignoring the
results obtained under the previous pro-
gram and the laws in effect since 1939. And
there is no doubt that the programs adopted
upon the abolition in 1953 of the loyalty
program have inflicted untold hardship and
misery and ruination upon many innocent
Government employees and employees of pri-
vate industries and the families of both
public and private employees. Last Febru-
ary the Secretary of Defense issued a direc-
tive, to take effect in April, designed to
eliminate unnecessary suspensions of de-
fense-plant workers. The General Counsel
of the Defense Department admitted there
has been more than a desirable number of
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offhand suspensions by plant security officers,
and cases dragged from 6 months to a year.

About 1 month later Attorney General
Brownell wrote a letter to the President in
which he advocated emphasis on 7 mat-
ters of procedure, in an attempt to improve
the operation of the employee-security pro=
gram. Those seven points have been dis=
cussed before this committee by former Sen-
ator Harry P. Cain, member of the Subversive
Activities Control Board. As Senator Cain
pointed out, the new improvements work no
real change in program, but are simply
methods of administration which should
have been effective from the beginning. The
Washington Post and Times Herald, in an
editorial, March 9, 1955, said that “The ma-
jor objection continues to be one that has
plagued the loyalty program from the begin-
ning—that there is no objective check on the
veracity of the accusers.”

This subcommittee has Incorporated in
the record the Attorney General's seven
points, and his letter to the President and
the President’s reply. But the Executive
order has not been amended on these points.
They remain merely an advisory letter to
agency heads, and they will be honored or
not as subordinate security officials decide.
Perhaps now there will be presuspension
notice and conferences; and perhaps now
security officials will be a little more careful
in recommending suspensions on unevalu-
ated information before an employee is given
an opportunity to suggest that the informa-
tion may be misleading or even false, Per-
haps it may become as unpopular to suspend
employees without reasonable basis as it
has been popular to pile up figures of sus-
pensions and dismissals for the edification
of an uninformed public. This subcommit-
tee, in the course of its investigation, should
obtain, from every agency, the inexcusable
cost to the Government of the suspensions
which both before and after hearings result-
ed In reinstatements. It will be found that
the Government has paid out, and will con-
tinue to pay out vast sums to employees who
were not allowed to work during the period
of suspension. The cost to the employees
in money, as well as in anguish and worry
and damage to reputation has already been
mentioned, and this, despite the Attorney
General's letter, will continue until definite,
understandable standards are adopted by the
administration and enforced by trained,
qualified security officers.

Senator Cain recommends that the act of
August 26, 1950 (Public Law 733 of the 8lst
Cong.) be amended so as to vest agency heads
with discretion to retain Government em-
ployees on duty during the determination of
security charges against them. Senator Cain
has been misinformed as to the necessity to
amend the law in this particular. It may be
that the Justice Department construes the
act of Congress as requiring suspensions
without pay when charges are preferred, but
I would not think such an interpretation is
sound. A

In the first place, even if the law now reads
that way, there is nothing in it which pre-
vents the agency head, or his security officers,
from giving an employee against whom there
is derogatory information such opportunity
as may be deemed advisable to answer and
submit proof in defense. There could be ex-
tended investigation and consideration, and
the merits pro and con could be examined in
detall before any charges are formally
brought. Under these circumstances, there
would be no suspensions unless the head of
the agency or other responsible official is
first satisfied that there is no adequate de-
fense. .

But I call your attention to the plain lan-
guage of the act, It provides that the head
of each of the sensitive agencies named by
Congreéss (and presumably those added by
the President) “may, in his absolute discre=
tion, and when deemed necessary in the in-
terest of national security, suspend, without
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pay, any civilian officer or employee” of the
designated agencles. The act of Congress
says “may, in his absolute discretion,” and I
don't know how anyone can torture that per-
missive language into a mandate to suspend
summarily without pay. It should be re-
membered that one of the very purposes of
the act was to authorize, when the necessity
arose, suspensions which before then could
be questioned. To amend the act to grant
authority to retain the services of employees
against whom derogatory information has
been received is to attempt to reverse what
Congress thought necessary in 1950. If there
is any difficulty about the authority of the
agencles to retain the services of those await-
ing clearance or dismissal, the difficulty is
due to the President’s Executive Order No.
10450. Section 6 of that order provides that
*“sShould there develop at any stage of inves-
tigation Information indicating that the em-
ployment of any officer or employee of the
Government may not be clearly consistent
with the interests of the national security,
the head of the department or agency con-
cerned, or his representative, shall immedi-
ately suspend the employment of the person
involved if he deems such suspension neces-
sary in the Interests of national security,
* = & go that, although the Executive
order is couched in mandatory terms, the
determination to suspend immediately prior
to Investigation and hearing is dependent in
each case upon a finding that the suspension
itself is necessary in the interests of national
defense. The great mass of cases involving
matters unrelated to loyalty, and the large
number of so-called loyalty cases in which
the derogatory information is flimsy and in-
definite and vague should be sufficient proof
that the policy of mandatory suspension
prior to hearing 1s not warranted either by
the act of Congress or by an accurate inter-
pretation of the Executive order. Certainly
whatever ambiguity there may be in the
Executive order could be cleared up over-
night by an appropriate amendment issued
by the President. The Attorney General has
already taken a halting quarter or maybe a
half step in the proper direction by empha-
sizing the need for notice and conference
with an employee before any action is taken
against him. The Attorney General's action
itself negates the idea that the act of Con-
gress is mandatory in the matter of suspen-
slons without notice and without pay—the
source of much of the discrimination, misery,
and injustice imposed by, irresponsible, ig-
norant, and foolish public officials, unworthy
to exercise the great authority and power
with which they have been clothed as offi-
cials of the Government of the United States.

Executive Order No. 10450 has already been
amended four times by President Eisen-
hower. Two of the amendments, Executive
Order 10491 (18 F. R. 6583, October 16, 1953)

and Executive Order 10531 (19 P. R. 3069,"

May 28, 1954) gave express authority to
dismiss under the security program any
employee who refuses, upon the ground of
self-inerimination, to testify before a con-

fonal committee regarding charges of
disloyalty or other misconduct. This action
was halled at the time as an important secu-
rity measure, but there can be no doubt that
such authority already existed under various
laws and regulations. It might be interest-
ing to learn whether any employee of the
executive branch of the Federal Government
ever claimed the privilege against self-
incrimination before a congressional com-
mittee. Another amendment of the program
was contained in Executive Order No. 105560
(19 F. R. 4981, August 7, 1954) requiring the
Civil Service Commission to report the re-
sults of its study of the program, and to
make recommendations to the National
Security Council at least semi-annually; and
requiring the head of each agency to report
to the Civil Service Commission the action
taken on each full fleld investigation, so
that the information could be included in
the reports by the Civil Service Commission
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to the National Security Council, The other
amendment, Executive Order 10548, 19 F. R.
4871, August 4, 1964, applied the security
program to employees suffering any illness,
including any mental condition, which may
cause significant defect in their judgment or
reliability.

The sole change made by President Tru-
man in the Loyalty Program as adopted in
1947 occurred in Executive Order 10241 (16
F. R. 3690, April 28, 1951) when he changed
the standard for dismissal from one that
required a finding that “on all the evidence,
reasonable grounds exist for belief that the
person involved is disloyal to the Govern-
ment of the United States,” to a standard
that “on all the evidence there s reason-
able doubt as to the loyalty of the person
involved to the Government of the United
States.”

The manner in which the Employee
Becurity Program has been administered,
and the effort to couple a comparatively few
disloyalty cases with transfers, resignations
and deaths, and with more or less routine
derelictions of duty of the kind previously
processed under laws and procedures long in
effect, has been disastrous to the morale
of the Government service. No more moving
testimony has been given as to what the
situation is in the Federal service as a result
of continuous attacks, of investigations and
trials of individuals under departmental
security regulations, than that contained in
the letter published in the New York Times
January 17, 1954, by former distinguished
ambassadors and diplomats Norman Armour,
Robert Woods Bliss, Joseph C. Grew, William
Phillips and G. Howland Shaw, in which it
was sald that:

“Fear is playing an important part in
American life at the present time. As a re-
sult, the self-confidence, the confidence in
others, the sense of fair play and the instinct
to protect the rights of the nonconformist
are—temporarily, it is to be hoped—in abey-
ance. But it would be tragic if this fear,
expressing itself in an exaggerated emphasis
on security, should lead us to cripple the
Foreign Service, our first line of national de-
fense, at the very time when its effectiveness
is essential to our filling the place which his-
tory has assigned to us.”

What is true of the Foreign Service of the
State Department applies to the other great
and vital departments and agencies of the
Federal Government. The wholesale sland-
ers and smears against the Federal service
has damaged the departments and agencies,
and injured the whole Nation. The most
devastating effect, however, is suffered by in-
dividuals who may be driven, without just
cause, from public service, their careers
ruined; and who, as a result, may find it
difficult to obtain suitable employment in
private enterprise. No complete and satis-
factory breakdown of the operations of the
so-called employee security program will ever
be made. Even if the exact number of actual
loyalty cases, as distinguished from other
security risk cases, could be ascertained, that
number would not reveal the basis on which
the determinations were made. Bome state-
ments indicate that the numbers of security
risk cases include cases in which “deroga-
tory loyalty information was in the files,”
whatever that may mean. Nobody without
access to the files knows whether the alleged
information is in fact information, or how
much of it is unevaluated, unproved and un-
provable libel, the frult of the activities of
the demagog, the crackpot, the malicious
slanderer, the reckless and irresponsible pur-
veyor of the entirely false and the half-truth,
the evil generator of fear and prejudice. The
confidential informants who supplied what
is called information in the filles may be one
or more of these things, but the employee
who is deprived of his livelihood may never
know the character and source of the so-
called information that may be kept from
him but which may have influenced a final
determination against him, The chairman
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of the Civil Service Commission, testifying
sometime ago before the House Civil Service
Committee on a total of 422 loyalty cases,
in none of which, so far as he knew, there
was proof of communism, said there was
some derogatory information in the files con-
cerning loyalty—and that is all that seems
to be known publicly about the cases. So
even where hearing boards under the em-
ployee security program make adverse find-
ings there is no way in which such findings
can be analyzed against the evidence, for
there is no disclosure, in the Department of
Justice and other departments and agencies,
as to what the hearing board decided, and
no appeal. The existence in all departments
and agencies of fear of criticism, and the
spreading of fear by the publication of un-
founded claims of the number of security
cases—as security was Intended to be de-
fined by Congress—militates against fair
hearings and fair decisions on security risk
cases. The spectacle, so familiar these days,
of continuous repetition of accusations,
sometimes after being frequently disproved,
until confused with and accepted as proof
of gullt; the dramatic performances, car-
rled to the far corners of the Nation by
radio and television, staged by high officials
of Government; the vast amount of pub-
licity on the subject in newspapers and mag-
azines, all have contributed to the creation
of a climate in which distrust, fear, and
suspicion have become widespread, and be-
gin to make it extremely doubtful whether
any employee of Government, at any level,
can obtain a fair and impartial determina-
tion of charges against him.

When the employee security program was
put into effect in April 1953, it was adver-
tised and received by many leading news-
papers as a means of correcting the popular
impression, resulting from years of unfavo-
rable propaganda, that the Federal service
contained substantial numbers of esplonage
agents, disloyalists, drunks, perverts, and
incompetents. The new program was to
remedy all that. *“The practical effect of
this change,” said the New York Times
(April 30, 1953) “is that henceforth an em-
ployee dismissed from Federal service under
the security program does not necessarlly
bear the onus of disloyalty.” He does not
necessarily bear the onus of disloyalty. But
in reality, he does. It was not generally
understood that the program made every
agency of the Government a sensitive agency;
made every employee subject to suspension
without notice, without pay, and without

-appeal, and subjected every employee, when

charges are preferred, to a presumption of
guilt which no criminal, no matter how long
and how bad a record he may have, is re-
quired to face. Neither was it thought that
separations from the Federal service under
the so-called security program would be used
50 as to make it appear to the people of the
Nation that all of them, or most of them,
involved cases of disloyalty, and the balance
drunkenness or perversion. So far, there-
fore, from removing the onus of disloyalty
from Government employees who may leave
the service for other reasons, the employee
security program is the instrument through
which they are endangered.

The March 1954 edition of the Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social
Sclence is devoted to the subject of bureauc-
racy and democratic government. In an
article entitled “Security of Tenure—Career
or Sinecure,” by O. Glenn Stahl, who is exec-
utive vice chairman, Interagency Advisory
Group, United States Civil Service Commis-
sion, points out that Phillp Young, Chair-
man of the Commission, has sald that “the
people who work for Government have even
greater loyalty, more idealism, a stronger
desire to get a job done and get it well done
than employees of private industry.” And
Dr. Stahl wrote:

“Devastating, despairing, and ignorant
criticism of public servants and of their
effectiveness is in deadly contradiction to our
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vital need to attract and to hold outstanding
qualified people in the public service. It
has in it the germs of destruction of all Gov-
ernment. No more subtle method of sub-
version exists and none plays more into the
hands of the Communists than the recur-
rent campaigns of insidious, blanket deroga-
tion of public employees as a class. Nor is
the situation helped by periodic forays into
employee activities by demagogs, whether
disguised in the name of national security
or in the name of efficiency. It is high time
that public servants were taken off the de=-
fensive and given recognition for their gen-
uine achievements rather than notoriety for
the misdeeds of a few.”

The Attorney General informed the an-
nual conference of the Civil Liberties Clear-
ing House that “we will be the losers if, in
our efforts to combat those who would de-
stroy our civil liberties, we sacrifice them.”
There are those who believe that some lib-
erties have already been infringed, if not
sacrificed, by the program drafted by the
Attorney General and signed by the Presi-
dent of the United States.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With the situation confronting this sub-
committee, as I have attempted to outline
it, it would seem to me that there is every
reason why you should, as your investigation
continues, draft a bill establishing a loyalty
and security program, applicable to all agen-
cies of the Federal Government.

In my opinion no commission such as is
proposed by Senate Joint Resolution 21 is
needed to investigate what you are already
charged with investigating, although it may
be advisable for you to seek an extension of
your jurisdiction, so as to include considera-
tion of such procedures as are provided by
the Industrial security program, and such
subjects as are included in the special au-
thority proposed for the President with re-
spect to private employments in 8. 681, in-
troduced by Senator BUTLER, January 24,
1955.

The Government should have one overall
security program, not a mass of programs,
under which there are different regulations
in different agencies, with no real uniform-
ity throughout the executive branch of the
Government. Suitable exceptions, as in the
case of the Atomic Energy Commission, could
be preserved.

This subcommittee could obtain any as-
sistance it may need from its own staff and
from any group of lawyers in private practice
it may designate to prepare such a bill for
your consideration. And it can be done
promptly. The appointment of a commis-
sion would mean long and unnecessary delay
before any real improvements are made or
a new program adopted. But if it is deter-
mined, for any reason, to delay legislation
at this time, then I would urge you not to
approve a resolution giving the appointment
of the commission to officials of the present
administration. It is proposed to have a
commission of 12, 4 to be appointed by
President Eisenhower, 4 by Vice President
NixoN, and 4 by Speaker RAYBURN. Under
this proposal, elght of the commissioners
would be named by the President and Vice
President, both of whom seem satisfied with
the existing program, and who, therefore,
would be reluctant to sponsor any changes.
If there is to be any commission, I would
suggest that its members be named in the
resolution itself, and not left to the officlals
who are responsible for the creation and
administration of the existing program.

Any new program should contain what-
ever provisions are advisable and necessary
to rid Government service of any subver-
sives who may have infiltrated; and neces-
sary to keep any subversives out. That is
the prime purpose of any such program, and
every good cltizen will support any reason=
able measure designed to achieve that de-
sirable goal without opening the door to base
political schemes, and the triumph of the
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defamer, and the irresponsible demagogue.
While protecting sources of information
where actual and bona fide security consid-
erations are involved, it is certainly possible
to observe to the fullest measure practicable
the rights and the liberties and freedoms
inherent in our institutions of government.
We have strayed far from a government of
law in the matter of national security. This
subcommittee is in a position to guide the
way back.

—

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had dis-
agreed to the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 5559) to make perma-
nent the existing privilege of free im-
portation of gifts from members of the
Armed Forces of the United States on
duty abroad; asked a conference with
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
CooPER, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. MiLLs, Mr.
JENKINS, and Mr, SmvpsoN of Pennsyl-
vania were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

RETURN TO THE SENATE OF
SENATOR CLEMENTS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am deligchted, happy, and joyful
to see that the able senior Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CLEmENTS] has returned
to his duties in the Senate Chamber.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, my
friend from Texas is very kind. I want
him to know that he is no happier to see
me back than I am to be back.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have talked with the minority
leader about the subject I now mention.
However, I should like to have a state-
ment appear in the ReEcorp to the effect
that, if the report is available—and we
expect it to be available—the District of
Columbia appropriation bill will prob-
ably be taken up for consideration after
the morning hour tomorrow. I refer to
House bill 6239.

I will say further, for the information
of Senators and others who may read
this portion of the REcorp, that I am in-
formed that the bill was reported unani-
mously by the subcommittee and unani-
mously by the full committee. So far as
I am aware, there will be no yea-and-
nay votes. I am not in a position to say
to the Senate what business will be taken
up during the remainder of the week be-
cause the Senate itself is in a better situa-
tion than are some of its committees. It
may be that after tomorrow the Senate
may recess for a day or two in order to
enable Senators to attend conference
committee meetings and perform other
committee work, so that there may be
some business for the calendar.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. BARRETT. I may say to the dis-
tinguished majority leader that consid-
eration of Senate bill 1713 was held up
because the minority views had not
been filed. They were filed only a few
moments ago. While, as one of the co-
sponsors of the bill, I do not agree with
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the minority views, that bill might be
added to the list of measures ready for
consideration.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I will ask
the staff to make a check, and see if that
bill can be scheduled for consideration
at an early date.

Mr. BARRETT. Very well,

NOMINATION OF MERLIN A. HYMEL
TO BE POSTMASTER AT EDGARD,
LA,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, when the Executive Calendar was
called earlier in the day I asked that
the nomination of Merlin A. Hymel, to be
postmaster at Edgard, La.—a nomina-
tion which had been reported adversely
from the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service—be passed over, because
the minority leader wished additional
time to study it.

Since then I have conferred with the
minority leader, and I am under the im-~
pression that it is agreeable to him to
have the Senate act upon that nomina-
tion. I wish to confirm that impression.
I serve notice that when the Executive
Calendar is called tomorrow, action will
be taken on that nmomination. In the
meantime, I shall check with the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that
the vote in committee was unanimous.

ORRIN J. BISHOP—RETURN OF
MESSAGE TO THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives requesting re-
turn of the message informing the Sen-
ate of the passage of House bill 4249,
for the relief of Orrin J. Bishop.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the Secretary be directed
to return to the House, pursuant to its
request, the message referred to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, if no Senators desire to make any
further statements, I move that the
Senate stand in recess until 12 o'clock
noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
5 o'clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the
Senate took a recess until tomorrow,
Thursday, June 23, 1955, at 12 o'clock
meridian,

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate June 22, 1955:
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Wilber Marion Brucker, of Michigan, to be
Secretary of the Army.

JUDGE, UNITED STATES CusTOoMS COURT

Mary H. Donlon, of New York, to be judge
of the United States Customs Court, vice
Genevieve R. Cline, retired.

In THE AR FORCE

Maj: Gen. Elmer Joseph Rogers, Jr., 204A
(major general, Regular Air Force), United
States Air Force, for temporary appointment
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as leutenant general, United States Air
Force, under the provisions of section 504 of
the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, to be as-
signed to a position of importance and re-
sponsibility designated by the President
under subsection (b) of section 504.

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the United States Air Force
under the .provisions of section 515, Officer
Personnel Act of 1947:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Hugh Arthur Parker, 505A,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Walter Irwin Miller, AO913582,
Alr Foree Reserve.

Brig. Gen. John Paul Doyle, 274A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Alr
Force.

Brig. Gen. Manning Eugene Tillery, 293A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Edward Pont Mechling, 327A
(colonel, Regular Alr Force), United States
Ailr Force.

Brig. Gen. Frank Hamlet Robinson, 338A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States
Alr Force,

Brig. Gen. Walter Robertson Agee, 413A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Harold Winfield Grant, 497A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States
Ailr Force.

Brig. Gen. Henry Keppler Mooney, 589A
(colonel, Regular Alr Force), United States
Alr Force.

Brig. Gen. Raymond Judson Reeves, 1082A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States
Air Force.

Brig. Gen, Thomas Patrick Gerrity, 1613A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States
Alr Force.

To be brigadier general

Col. Leslie Granger Mulzer, AO1387717, Air
Force Reserve.

Col, John Caswell Crosthwaite, 205A, Reg-
ular Air Force.

Col. Robert Scott Israel, Jr., 354A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Col. Edgar Alexander Sirmyer, Jr., 3044,
Regular Air Force.

Col. Lawrence McIlroy Guyer, 4564A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Col. Donald Philip Graul, 455A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. John Coleman Horton, 457A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Col. Winslow Carroll Morse, 515A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Col. Willlam Leroy Kennedy, 617A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Col. George Frank McGuire, 539A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Edward Bone Gallant, 577A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Julian Merritt Chappell, 583A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Edward Nolen Backus, 604A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col. Robert Lee Scott, Jr., 640A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. James Simon Cathroe, 18821A, Regu-

lar Air Force.

Col. Robert Edward Lee, 19033A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col. Willlam Charles Kingsbury, 9234,
Regular Air Force.

Col. Charles Anthony Heim, 1033A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Col. Haskell Erva Neal, 104TA, Regular Alr
Force.

Col. George Bernard Dany, 1061A, Regular
Alr Force. %

Col. Perry Bruce Griffith, 1075A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Willlam Harvey Wise, 1083A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col, John William White, 1087A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Robert Morris Stillman, 1114A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Col. Thomas Joseph Gent, Jr., 11304, Reg-
ular Air Force.
Col. Dolf Edward Muehleisen, 1144A, Regu-

‘1lar Air Force.

Col. Harold Lee Neely, 1161A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. John Edward Murray, AO372910, Air
Force Reserve,

Col. Emmett Buckner Cassady, 1085A, Reg-
ular Air Force.

Col. Cecil Edward Combs, 1203A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col. Lawrence Clinton Coddington, 1275A,
Regular Air Force.

Col. Avelin Paul Tacon, Jr., 1666A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col. Claude Edwin Putnam, Jr., 1503A, Reg-
ular Air Force,

Col. Frank Edwin Rouse, 1505A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. William Eemp Martin, 1697TA, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Ralph Lowell Wassell, 1730A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col. Horace Milton Wade, 1872A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Joseph Randall Holzapple, 1807A, Reg~
ular Air Force.

Col. Joseph James Preston, 1966A, Regular
Air Force.

CONFIRMATIONS
Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate June 22, 1955:
POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA
Hobson J. Horton, Fort Payne.
ARIZONA
Clarence Mortimer Palmer, Jr., Tombstone,
CALIFORNIA
Owen J. Underwood, Placentia.
Ray PF. Hawkins, Vallejo.
GEORGIA
Willlam B. Haskins, Dudley.
IDAHO
Thomas M. Vaughn, Richfield.
INDIANA
Bonita M. Weimann, Laketon.
Lee H. Williamson, Rolling Prairle.
TOWA
Glenn O. Jones, Atlantic.
George R. Helble, Bettendorf.
Allan H. Rohwer, Dixon.
Clarence A. Norland, Marshalltown.
Thursa L. Hinchliff, Minburn,
Ila O. Benge, Fleasantville.
David L. Rundberg, Yale,
KANSAS
Gordon K. Ethridge, Ada.
Wayne E. Rinne, Gardner,
Richard A. Carpenter, Girard.
Everett J. Fritts, Gorham.
Jean D. Fretz, Liberal.
Harold H. Kneisel, Powhattan.
MAINE
Allan Joseph Wentworth, Kittery.
MASSACHUSETTS
Roger H. Hinds, Canton.
MISSISSIPPT
Lealon P. Yarber, Belmont.
NEBRASKA
Norris P. Sensel, Culbertson,
James L. Vrba, Howells.
; NEW HAMPSHIRE
Gerald P. Merrill, Pittsburg.
; NEW JERSEY
Helen B. Abbott, Alloway.
Helen A. Grod, Hackensack.
NEW MEXICO
Bill Foster, Portales.
NEW YORE
Ida Mae Hopkins, Cincinnatus.
Eva H. Chambers, Dresden.
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Ignatius Fafinski, Dunkirk.
Willlam F. Pfarrer, Hilton.
Henrietta B. Heitmann, South EKortright.
John L. Button, South New Berlin.
Leon P. Carey, Woodstock.
Richard M. Hunter, Wappingers Falls.
NORTH CAROLINA
James M. Armstrong, Belmont.
OHIO
Richard J. Phillips, Bowling Green.
OKLAHOMA
Bill M. Penwright, Calumet.
PENNSYLVANIA
Willlam H. Strauch, Cressona.
Charles R. Root, Gillett.
Julia K. Hammond, Lima,
TENNESSEE
Norris Y. Brown, Bullsgap.
Sarah L. Graves, Louisville.
Fred Gentry. McEwen.
Jesse F. Branson, Washburn,
Gettls H. Hudson, Whitwell.
VIRGINIA
Thornton 8. Terry, Axton.
Dorothy M. Cliborne, McKenney.
Richard L. McDowell, Burlington.
WISCONSIN
Robert R. Smith, Caroline.
David P. Barger, Port Edwards.
Terence P. Arseneau, Washburn.

WITHDRAWALS
Executive nominations withdrawn
from the Senate June 22, 1955:
POSTMASTERS
MICHIGAN

Lealle F. Augshach to be postmaster at
Spring Lake in the State of Michigan.

PENNSYLVANIA

Frank A. Bialas to be postmaster at Wil-
more in the State of Pennsylvania.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 22, 1955

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D,, offered the following prayer:

Most merciful and gracious God, in-
spire us now with a more vivid sense

~of Thyself, in whom alone we may

find strength for today and hope for
tomorrow.

Grant that we may also have a con-
science that is more sensitive and alert
to the fact of human solidarity and the
reality that mankind is one in origin
and destiny.

Make us eager to minister to all the
members of the human family in their
struggles and longings for the blessings
of health and happiness.

May it be the goal of all our aspira-
tions to hasten the coming of that glori-
ous day when there shall be peace on
earth and good will among men.

Hear us in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
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